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ABSTRACT 
Since No Child Left Behind has become law, there has been increased use of data to 
drive instructional decisionmaking for academics. However, the focus placed on improving 
behavior and using data to drive decisions for school-wide behavior improvement has not 
occurred with the same fervor. Behavior needs often are identified too late in a student's 
school career, which limits intervention efficacy and increases cost. This study tests the 
reliability and validity of the School-wide Efficient Behavior Screening (SWEBS); (Pierson, 
2003) and discusses how educators used the SWEBS to make instructional decisions to sort 
students into three levels of differentiated interventions. 
The SWEBS was administered in three elementary schools in a large midwest town 
(urban) to determine interrater reliability. Items with poor interrater reliability were 
eliminated and a new factor analysis revealed three factors anticipated a priori: Academic 
Survival Skills, Conduct, and Social-Emotional Needs. Test-retest reliability was found to be 
.921 and interrater reliability was .939. Validity was found to be satisfactory, as the SWEBS 
identified students already identified to be at-risk through other means. Teachers rated the 
behaviors of 591 students. Thirty-six of the teachers participated in focus groups to interpret 
the data, and were surveyed later about the experience. Qualitative findings showed that the 
SWEBS items seem to identify students appropriately with social, emotional, and behavioral 
needs. Teachers also reported that it was useful for designing and monitoring school-wide 
interventions, determine systemic needs in the school improvement process, and design 
instructional groups. Implications and directions for future research are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 
In the typical elementary-secondary classroom, managing student behaviors can 
consume up to 80% of a teacher's instructional time (Sugai & Horner, 2002). Student 
misconduct, if not managed effectively, can influence the classroom environment negatively, 
reducing the teacher's effectiveness in addressing curriculum content (Scott, 2001; Walker & 
Severson, 1992). In addition to concerns related to the entire classroom, ineffective 
management of student behaviors also can affect the student who exhibits behavioral 
problems, leading to emotional and physical withdrawal from the school environment. 
Dropout rates approach 40% of a school's population in many areas of the country, yet 
specific action often is taken only after a child who displays serious and significant 
adjustment problems is referred by a teacher. At that point, the student's attendance is 
functionally that of a dropout (Walker & Severson, 1992). The behavioral needs of students 
are identified too late, which reduces intervention efficacy and increases costs (Feil, 
Severson, & Walker, 2002). 
An alternative to reactive strategies—such as punitive consequences associated with 
disciplinary referrals for poor classroom behaviors—is a more proactive approach identifying 
students with behavioral problems and providing positive support before escalation to the 
level of an office referral. Without such prevention strategies, schools can expect to observe 
behavioral difficulties in more than 20% of the school population (Scott, 2001). When 
proactive systems reduce problems of poorly designed rules, routines, and/or physical 
arrangements, approximately 10% of students will continue to exhibit problem behaviors 
(Taylor-Green et al., 1997), meaning that problematic student concerns are reduced by half. 
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Prevention and early intervention efforts can reduce violence and other troubling behaviors in 
school (Dwyer, Osher, & Warger, 1998). 
Several schools are developing proactive processes for identifying students with 
emerging behavior problems. According to Scott (2001), "Identifying the neediest group of 
students and those who are most at risk of school failure represents the first step in a 
comprehensive and systemic strategy" (p. 88). In the majority of schools, this process is not 
systemic: individual teachers who have varying levels of tolerance for behaviors refer 
students for problem solving evaluations or entitlement evaluations individually. 
Consequently, some students may not be referred by teachers who either tolerate poor 
behaviors or who have been effective in managing these problems within their individual 
classrooms, while other students may be referred inappropriately by teachers who are 
ineffective classroom managers. Reliance on teacher nomination for referral also results in 
underidentification of students with internalizing behaviors and serious mental health needs 
(Feil et al., 2002). A universal screening equitably can provide all students an opportunity to 
be identified for behavioral or emotional needs (Walker & Severson, 1992), so that school 
personnel can target their intervention strategies for those students who can benefit most 
from these services. 
Primary interventions (meaning first attempts at intervention by teaching staff, as 
opposed to interventions for students of elementary age), when implemented consistently, 
can solve 75-85% of student adjustment problems (Walker et al., 1996). See Appendix A for 
definitions of terms used in this study. However, only 25% of teachers of regular academic 
classrooms typically receive support in identifying or implementing special procedures that 
can be used with students with disabilities (Hebbeler, 1993). Only 1 out of 10 students with 
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serious emotional disturbances typically received support through behavior-management 
programs in their academic classes (Newman, 1993). Because primary interventions can be 
so effective at a systemic level, universal screening tools are needed to identify students who 
need primary interventions. 
School-wide prevention efforts cost as little as $10-15 per student, and can reduce the 
amount and cost of school failure and antisocial behavior significantly (Walker et al., 1996). 
For example, in a case study of one school, Scott (2001) found that school-wide behavioral 
supports resulted in a 61% reduction of in-school suspension hours and a 75% decrease in the 
total number of students suspended. Due to the low cost cited by Walker et al. (1996), the 
benefits cited by Scott (2001) far outweigh the cost. The benefits also outweigh the 
investment of a staffs time to identify, plan, and monitor interventions. 
Screening and assessment data are useful to sort students into three categories of 
intervention: (a) primary prevention (school-wide), (b) secondary prevention (targeted at 
small groups), and (c) tertiary prevention (individuals needing wrap-around service) (CECP, 
2003; Heartland Area Education Agency, 2002; Nelson, Benner, Reid, Epstein, & Currin, 
2002; O'Shaughnessy, Lane, Gresham, & Beebe-Frankenberger, 2003; Sugai & Homer, 
2002). Some screening systems rely primarily on discipline referrals to sort students into 
intervention groups. However, reliance on discipline referrals may fail to identify students 
who need positive behavior supports, especially students with internalizing problems (Nelson 
et al., 2002). Co-occurring depression or anxiety may be shadowed by aggression and rule 
violations (Wingenfeld, 2002). Internalizing behaviors are non-disruptive inwardly-directed 
behaviors; examples include, but are not limited to, anxiety, depression, and somatic 
concerns (Walker & Severson, 1992; Wingenfeld, 2002). Externalizing behaviors consist of 
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disruptive, outwardly directed behaviors (Walker & Severson, 1992; Wingenfeld, 2002). 
Extensive research has supported the broad band terms of internalizing and externalizing 
behaviors (Wingenfeld, 2002). Thus, universal screening tools beyond the examination of 
discipline referrals must be implemented to identify properly all students with social, 
emotional, and behavioral needs. 
Psychologists, social workers, and educators in both clinical and school settings have 
used behavior rating scales for decades. Behavior rating scales typically are questionnaires 
that contain behaviorally descriptive statements (i.e., "The student bullies others"). The 
teacher rates the student's behavior into categories (i.e., yes/no, or sometimes/often/always), 
and the responses then can be compared to norms and/or criteria. Rating scales often include 
subsets of behavior, such as externalizing, internalizing, inattentive, aggressive, withdrawn, 
and conduct problems. These norm-referenced instruments compare the rater's (parent or 
teacher) perception of the student's behavior against a normative sample of the population. 
These instruments are assumed to represent a rater's summations of recent direct 
observations and experiences with the target child (Elliot & Busse, 1993). Behavior rating 
scales let the practitioner know when a child's behavior is perceived as being significantly 
different from other children. With some exceptions, behavior rating scales are designed to 
be administered for one child at a time and take 2 to 30 minutes to complete. For universal or 
school-wide administration, time-efficient screening tools are needed. 
The Child Behavior Checklist: Teacher Report Form (Achenbach, 2001) is a 
commonly recognized behavior rating scale for individual administration, meaning one 
student rated by one person at a time. Sattler (1988) described the 1986 version of the Child 
Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1986) as a useful instrument for evaluating 
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behavior problems of children based on factor analytic findings. In his review of behavior 
rating scales, Sattler described the norm group, reliability, and validity as satisfactory, and 
noted that administration for one student takes approximately 30 minutes with the teacher as 
the respondent. Sattler also described the 1985 version of the Conners Teacher Rating Scale 
(Conners, 1985) as having adequate norm group, reliability, and validity, and confirmed it 
was a useful screening instrument for evaluating behavior problems of children. The 
respondent is the teacher, and it takes approximately 10-15 minutes to administer for one 
student. 
Several other behavior scales are listed in Sattler's review as taking as little as 5 and 
up to 10 minutes per child to administer, including: the Classroom Adjustment Ratings Scale 
(Lorion, Cowen, & Caldwell, 1975), the Health Resources Inventory (Gesten, 1976), and the 
Teacher Behavioral Description Form (Seidman et al., 1979). One scale intended for children 
ages 3 years to 17 years that has adequate norm group, reliability, and validity is the 
Abbreviated Parent/Teacher Questionnaire (Conners, 1985), which takes 2 minutes per child 
to complete. Another scale, the AML Behavior Rating Scale (Cowen et al., 1975) requires 
only 2 minutes to administer, but has a limited norm group and more information is needed 
about its reliability and validity. Rating every child, one child at a time, for a class of 21 
students, would take 42 minutes. Scoring requires more time. Therefore, a typical rating scale 
is useful for determining the behavior of one child at a time, but is more time-consuming for 
school-wide administration. 
The Systematic Screening for Behavior Disorder (SSBD), developed by Walker and 
Severson (1992), is one system that is efficient for school-wide administration. The SSBD 
uses a three-stage, multiple-gate screening system to identify at-risk elementary-age students. 
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During Stage One, the teacher is asked to write down the names of students who match 
descriptions provided on a list of either externalizing or internalizing behaviors. The teacher 
then selects 10 students who most closely match each of the behavior profiles. A student 
cannot appear on both lists. The teacher then rank-orders the students from those who most 
exemplify each of the profiles to those who least exemplify each profile. The inter-rater 
agreement for internalizing ranged from .82 to .90, and from .89 to .94 (Spearman rho) for 
externalizing. 
The three highest-ranking students on each profile (six students total) then are 
assessed further at the second stage of screening. At this second stage the teacher fills out a 
checklist of 33 maladaptive behavioral indictors and a 23-item Combined Frequency Index. 
Inter-rater agreement levels have not been established for Stage Two measures. 
The first two stages of screening require up to an hour and a half of the teacher's 
time. Normative criteria and cutoff points on the Stage Two instruments are used to 
determine whether any of the rated students qualify for further assessments in SSBD 
screening in Stage Three. In this stage, a school professional, other than the teacher (e.g., 
school psychologist, school counselor, resource teacher), uses structured observation and 
recoding procedures to observe the students who exceeded normative cutoff points in Stage 
Two. These observations are in the classroom and playground settings. Academic Engaged 
Time (AET) is observed during two different classroom observations for 15-20 minutes 
each. A Peer Social Behavior (PSB) observation is conducted during two separate recess 
periods on two separate days. The observation scores are then compared to norms. Students 
exceeding the cutoff score determined by the researcher are referred to a child study team for 
further evaluation and assessments, to determine whether they qualify as handicapped or are 
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at-risk for school dropout. Inter-rater agreement ratios for Stage Three measures range 
between 80 and 100%, with an average of 95% for AET and 85% for the PSB (Walker & 
Severson, 1992). 
The SSBD is an excellent system to ensure that each child has had at least some 
consideration for further assessment. The SSBD's multiple gate screening appropriately 
increases the level of assessment to match the level of need. However, the design of the 
SSBD does not allow for class-wide comparisons on a given item or factor, as students are 
selected by rank-order of the three worst students for "internalizing" and the three worst 
students for "externalizing" behaviors. Because of the static number of students that are 
identified in Stage 1, the SSBD is not compatible with sorting students into the three 
performance levels for school-wide data analysis and progress intervention (i.e., school-wide, 
small group, and individual). 
Feil et al. (2002) reviewed the Student Risk Screen Scale (SRSS) (Drummond, 1993). 
This is a matrix system, based on Likert-type teacher ratings, to screen an entire classroom of 
students for antisocial behavior patterns on seven items: (1) stealing; (2) lying, cheating, 
sneaking; (3) behavior problems; (4) peer rejection; (5) low academic achievement; (6) 
negative attitude; and (7) aggressive behavior. Feil et al. (2002) describe the SRSS as "brief, 
research based, easily understood, valid, and cost efficient" (p. 148). 
For the researcher's capstone experience requirement at Iowa State University, the 
School-wide Efficient Behavior Screening (SWEBS) (Pierson, 2003) mechanism was 
developed as a means to help schools screen students for behavioral needs, to allow sorting 
of students into levels of intervention intensity, as a general indicator of school-wide student 
behavioral health, and to design instructional groups. The SWEBS developed for this 
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capstone experience was a screening instrument that used the teacher as the respondent to 
identify students with behaviors of concern. It was similar to the SSRS in its matrix format 
and was designed to rate a whole classroom of students. However, it measured a greater 
breadth of behaviors (32 items) and screened for academic survival skills, conduct problems, 
intimidation of others, social skills, and social isolation. While the SSRS and other 
behavioral scales use Likert-type ratings, the SWEBS requires only an indication of whether 
the teacher is "concerned" or "not concerned." The number of risk factors endorsed by the 
teacher determines breadth of need. 
The SWEBS was intended to identify students with risk potential, while requiring less 
time for teachers to complete the screening instrument. It was designed to help schools 
determine the number of students school-wide who meet expectations versus those needing 
supplemental or intensive intervention. Thus it has the potential to help schools determine 
appropriate interventions at three levels: school-wide, small group, and individual. For a 
greater description of SWEBS development, see Pierson (2003). 
During the capstone experience, the SWEBS was found to have adequate test-retest 
reliability. Items based in current behavioral research (construct validity) and factor analytic 
findings matched expected factors a priori. Inter-rater reliability was not measured. 
Correlations existed with criterion measures such as special education status (.141 to .293), 
at-risk status (.098 to .276), time on-task (-.184 to -.465), and discipline referrals (.274 to 
.444); however, the design of the study limited the ability to draw sound conclusions about 
criterion validity. Additionally, schools did not have the opportunity to use data about their 
student body in the capstone study; therefore, educator perception regarding practicality and 
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usefulness of the SWEBS for decisionmaking was not fully known. Therefore, further 
research was required to refine it and to determine how educators perceive its usefulness. 
Statement of Problem 
Sorting students to match interventions to student need has occurred with discipline 
data (May, Ard, Horner, Glasgow, Sugai, & Sprague, 2001; Nelson et al., 2002; Sugai, 
Sprague, Homer, & Walker, 2000) and with various screening instruments (Drummond, 
1993; Walker & Severson, 1992). The problem is that by using only discipline data for 
universal screening, behaviors already have escalated to the level of an office referral and 
thus result in reactive problem solving. Additionally, reliance on discipline data for screening 
often results in overlooking students with internalizing behaviors. Systematic Screening for 
Behavior Disorders (Walker & Severson, 1992) overcomes this limitation, but identifies a set 
number of students per class in the first steps of its multi-gated procedures; thus, a complete 
view of school-wide behavior patterns is not possible. The Student Risk Screening Scale 
(Drummond, 1993) allows for a school-wide view of behavior occurrence, but identifies 
students on only seven behaviors. Other behavioral rating scales are time-consuming for 
teachers to complete and thus are inappropriate for universal screening. Therefore, this study 
attempts to develop the SWEBS (Pierson, 2003) further as an alternative screening 
instrument. Finally, few studies document the qualitative outcomes of using behavioral rating 
scales for universal screening in schools. This study explores how educators use rating scale 
data for universal screening and what their perceptions are of the process. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study is to examine the utility of the SWEBS (Pierson, 2003) as a 
tool for instructional decisionmaking within the context of a school-wide model to sort 
students into progressive levels of intervention. Specifically, the study will explore inter-rater 
reliability and criterion validity of the SWEBS. This study also will explore the ways 
educators use school-wide behavior screening data to reach decisions related to student need. 
Research Questions 
Specifically, the study was designed to answer the following research questions at the 
elementary grade level. 
1. What is the inter-rater reliability of the SWEBS? 
2. What is the criterion validity of the SWEBS? 
3. How were SWEBS data used by educators to reach instructional decisions related 
to student needs? 
Null Hypotheses of the Study 
Null Hypothesis 1 : There is no correlation between multiple raters rating the same students. 
Null Hypothesis 2: There is no relationship between SWEBS scores and status as "at-risk," 
"Special Education," the type of special education goals, discipline referrals, and academic 
indicators. 
Null Hypothesis 3: Educators, through surveys and interviews, will not report that screening 
with SWEBS is valid and useful for making educational decisions about student social, 
emotional, and behavioral needs. 
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Rationale for the Study 
Current attempts to use school-wide decisionmaking models for social behavior have 
relied primarily upon discipline referrals. Such a reliance on discipline referrals may result in 
overlooking the needs of students with internalizing behaviors. Systems of universal 
screening for behavior that are not based on discipline referrals are in existence (Drummond, 
1993; Walker & Severson, 1992). The Student Risk Screening Scale (Drummond, 1993) is a 
7-item scale with a scoring mechanism that lends to data-based comparisons of all students' 
performance. The SWEBS (Pierson, 2003) is a 32-item behavior rating scale that facilitates 
efficient universal screening for academic survival skills, conduct, intimidation, social 
isolation, and social skills. The SWEBS has more items, to sample a broader range of 
behaviors, but it has not been field-tested to determine its usefulness as an instructional 
decisionmaking tool. Such field testing is the purpose of this dissertation. 
Test-retest reliability for the SWEBS (Pierson, 2003) factors ranged from .71 to .86, 
while the total test-retest reliability was .88. The range for individual items was from .51 to 
.83. Elliot and Busse (1993) consider a reliability coefficient of .70 or greater to be 
acceptable for behavioral rating scales. They also have discovered that inter-rater reliabilities 
can vary significantly in degree (e.g., from .25 to .75), and are influenced by situational 
factors and raters' perceptions. For a diagnosis of a problem, accepted practice is for the 
clinician to use multiple raters to explore the collective perceptions and situational factors in 
an individual case (Elliot & Busse, 1993). Sattler (1988) and Salvia and Ysseldyke (1991) 
reported that a reliability coefficient of .80 is required for a screening instrument. Therefore, 
reliability coefficients of at least .70 and preferably .80 or greater were set as the criterion for 
acceptable levels of reliability in developing the SWEBS (Pierson, 2003).Thus the SWEBS 
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(Pierson, 2003) has promise for screening students for social, emotional, and behavioral 
problems. 
Assumptions of the Study 
This study was based on the assumption that subjects will responded honestly on the 
SWEBS protocol, to survey questionnaires, and to interviews, and that perceptions of the 
respondents adequately represented students' actual behaviors, actions, and attitudes. The 
study also presumes that the respondents correctly understood the directions and contents of 
the SWEBS and other surveys. 
This study was also based upon the assumption that instructional decisionmaking 
based on behavioral data within the context of a school-wide model will directly improve 
behavioral outcomes and indirectly improve academic outcomes for students with resources 
targeted better for improving student behaviors (Canter, Lau, & House, 2002; Feil et al., 
2002; O'Shaughnessy et al., 2003; Sugai & Homer, 2002; Sugai, Sprague, Homer, & 
Walker, 2000). 
Limitations of the Study 
Because student data were collected through a behavioral rating scale (SWEBS), the 
respondents' perceptions may not accurately and completely reflect student behaviors. 
However, it is important to note that perceptual differences affect all behavior rating scales 
(Elliot & Busse, 1993) and have potential for both false negative and false positive indication 
of need. 
The researcher provided overview training to the teachers regarding how to use data 
from school-wide models to determine student need, and showed the educators what was in 
the data reports. The researcher interviewed focus groups and coded the data from the focus 
groups. Therefore, it is possible that subjects may have been influenced by the researcher in 
some way or that their responses were attempts to please the researcher. Additionally, data 
could be biased by the researcher's desire to see the SWEBS succeed. Conversely, the 
researcher's knowledge of the subject had the potential to increase consistency and validity 
of training and coding in each of the schools. The exact effects of these potential influences 
are unknown, but are stated to note potential limitations. 
The study was confined to three elementary schools in one midwestem school 
district; thus, generalization of the study to schools outside of the midwest, at the middle and 
high school grade levels, or in other demographic contexts is subject to potential limitations. 
The potential for selection bias also exists because schools were solicited at a meeting 
where school administrators came to hear presentations about methods for meeting the needs 
of diverse learners. Therefore, selection was limited to the schools near the geographic region 
of the sponsoring educational agency, as schools outside this agency would not have been 
invited. The administrators in attendance at this meeting could have had a more positive 
orientation to help students with diverse learning needs. The administrators who expressed 
interest in this study may have had more interest or motivation to help students with social, 
emotional, and behavioral needs. They may have been confident in their ability to meet 
student behavioral need or they may have had an agenda to use the data for some end. The 
exact source of motivation for participating is not known but potential sources are noted for 
their impact on validity. 
While all educators in the participating schools with a classroom in their care were 
required to complete the SWEBS, participation in focus groups and the survey was 
voluntary. Therefore, those participating in the focus groups or surveys may have had a 
different orientation to using SWEBS than those who did not participate in the focus groups 
or surveys. Thus, potential negative opinions may not be represented in the data. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
School-wide Positive Behavior Support 
Managing student behaviors can consume up to 80% of a teacher's instructional time 
(Sugai & Horner, 2002). Dropout rates approach 40% of the school population in many areas 
of the country, yet often specific action is taken only after a child who has serious adjustment 
problems is referred by a teacher. At that point the student's attendance is functionally that of 
a dropout (Walker & Severson, 1992). Students who lack skills to meet their teacher's 
behavioral and academic expectations are at risk for antisocial behavior and 
underachievement (Walker et al., 1991; Walker & Severson, 2002). Scott (2001) reports that 
without prevention strategies schools can expect to observe behavioral difficulties in more 
than 20% of the school population. Thus, student social, emotional, and behavioral needs 
impact educational outcome, and such needs must be identified for intervention. 
Prevention and early intervention efforts can reduce violence and other troubling 
behaviors in school (Dwyer et al., 1998). Primary interventions (meaning first attempts at 
intervention by teaching staff, as opposed to interventions for students of elementary age), 
when implemented consistently, can solve 75-85% of student adjustment problems (Walker 
et al., 1996). When proactive systems are in places that reduce problems of poorly designed 
rules, routines, and/or physical arrangements, approximately 10% of students will continue to 
exhibit problem behaviors (Taylor-Green et al., 1997). According to Scott (2001), 
"Identifying the neediest group of students and those who are most at risk of school failure 
represents the first step in a comprehensive and systemic strategy" (p. 88). In most schools, 
teachers who have varying levels of tolerance for behaviors refer students for evaluations 
individually. Therefore, it is preferable to have a system of universal screening in place that 
gives all students an opportunity to be identified for behavioral or emotional needs (Walker 
& Severson, 1992). 
If interventions do not occur before age 8, the child is likely to develop delinquent 
behavior and require more intensive and expensive programs later in life (Center for 
Effective Collaboration and Practice [CECP], 2003c). Although Walker, Severson, and Feil 
et al. (1994) report that antisocial behavior can be identified by age 3, Duncan, Forness, and 
Hartsough (1995) have found that services often do not begin until after age 10. If an 
antisocial behavior pattern is not altered by the end of third grade, it can become chronic; 
thus the behavior is less likely to be changed and likely only managed through supports and 
interventions (CECP, 2003a). Conversely, the Surgeon General (U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services, 2001) has found that intervention strategies exist that can be tailored to 
the needs of youth at every stage of development from young childhood to late adolescence. 
Yet, Walker, Colvin, and Ramsey (1995) report that the best hope of diverting children from 
a chronic path of behavioral problems is early intervention and prevention. Therefore, 
universal screening should begin early, to provide the opportunity to divert negative 
outcome. This rationale was used to focus this study on the development of the S WEBS at 
the elementary level. 
Early intervention programs are less costly than elementary school special education, 
residential facilities, and juvenile incarceration (Walker et al., 1998). The presence of 
antisocial behavior in early childhood is the most accurate predictor of delinquency in 
adolescence (CECP, 2003a). Primary interventions (meaning first-line interventions, not 
interventions for students of elementary age), when implemented consistently, can solve 75-
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85% of student adjustment problems (Walker et al., 1996). However, only 25% of teachers of 
regular academic classrooms typically receive support in identifying or implementing special 
procedures that can be used with students with disabilities (Hebbeler, 1993). Only 1 out of 10 
students with serious emotional disturbances typically received support through behavior-
management programs in their academic classes (Newman, 1993). 
Exemplary programs for at-risk students systematically monitor the progress of each 
student toward graduation (CECPb, 2003). School-wide prevention efforts cost as little as 
$10-15 per student, and significantly reduce the amount and cost of school failure and 
antisocial behavior (Walker et al., 1996). In a case study of one school, Scott (2001) found 
that school-wide behavioral supports resulted in a 61% reduction of in-school suspension 
hours and a 75% decrease in the total number of students suspended. Due to the low cost 
cited by Walker et al. (1996), the benefits cited by Scott (2001) far outweigh the cost. 
Heartland Area Education Agency's Program Manual for Special Education (2002) 
calls for the use of a school-wide decisionmaking model to target interventions and allocate 
resources prudently to meet the needs of individuals and groups of students. When over 20% 
of students are in the same performance range, the recommended action is to plan group 
interventions and examine the general education curriculum, instruction, and environment. A 
performance range is a predefined level of performance on a given measure—for example, 
benchmark, strategic, and intensive. The cutoff scores for these ranges are designed by 
research-based standards or through comprehensive analysis of local student performance 
data. Identification and intervention with the large group is referred to as primary prevention 
(Sugai & Homer, 2002). 
When 5-20% of students are in the same performance range, the appropriate action is 
to plan small-group strategic interventions based on the needs of students. This often is 
referred to as secondary prevention (Sugai & Horner, 2002). When fewer than 5% of students 
are in the same performance range, the appropriate action is to plan intensive individualized 
interventions based on student needs and is referred to as tertiary prevention (Sugai & 
Homer, 2002). These percentages are only guidelines to help best utilize resources 
(Heartland Area Education Agency, 2002). O'Shaughnessy et al. (2003) referred to this 3-tier 
approach as progressive intervention. They assert that progressive intervention levels provide 
an effective and practical way for schools to coordinate resources and provide intervention 
that ensures a match between instruction and a child's or a group's needs. 
Screening and assessment data are useful to sort students into three categories of 
intervention: (1) primary prevention (school-wide), (2) secondary prevention (targeted at 
small groups), and (3) tertiary prevention (individuals needing wrap-around service) (CECP, 
2003; Heartland Area Education Agency, 2002, Nelson et al., 2002; O'Shaughnessy et al., 
2003; Sugai & Homer, 2002). Some screening systems rely primarily on discipline referrals 
to sort students into intervention groups. Reliance on discipline referrals may fail to identify 
some students who need positive behavior supports, especially students with internalizing 
problems (Nelson et al., 2002). Internalizing behaviors are those that are not outward: 
examples include, but are not limited to, worrying, sadness, and social withdrawal. 
The traditional means to assess students for special education are under scrutiny, and 
Responsiveness-to-intervention (RTI) is the front-running alternative (Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, 
& Young, 2003). Fuchs et al. (2003) described RTI in broad terms as: 
(1) Students are provided with generally effective instruction by their classroom 
teacher; 
(2) Their progress is monitored; 
(3) Those who do not respond get something else or something more, from their 
teacher or someone else; 
(4) Again, their progress is monitored; and 
(5) Those who still do not respond either qualify for special education or for special 
education evaluation, (p. 159) 
Fuchs et al. (2003) go on to describe two processes currently available for achieving the steps 
of RTI; the problem solving and standard protocols. Problem solving is inductive, based on 
the belief that no student characteristic dictates a priori what intervention will work. Instead 
problems are solved through a process of individualized problem identification, problem 
analysis, plan implementation, and problem evaluation (effectiveness evaluation). Multiple 
solutions to problems exist and success often is achieved through trial and error. This 
problem solving is done through a consultative relationship among the consultant, teacher, 
and student (Fuchs et al., 2003). On the other hand, "A standard-protocol approach to RTI 
requires use of the same empirically validated treatment for all children with similar 
problems in a given domain" (Fuchs et al., 2003, p. 166). 
While there is a limited body of research on the topic, Fuchs et al. (2003) expressed 
preference for a two-level version of RTI with standard-treatment protocol: 
The first of the two levels would be a mainstream classroom in which the teacher has 
been supported by the district to implement research-validated instruction. At the 
second level, small groups of three to six nonresponsive students would participate in 
a demonstrably effective standard-treatment protocol (Fuchs et al., 2003, p. 168). 
Fuchs et al. (2003) cite reasons that, "It is easier to prepare practitioners to conduct a 
standard protocol than it is to ready them to implement problem solving because the standard 
protocol is just that—standard" (p. 168). They assert that, in turn, the simplicity of training 
staff to conduct standard treatment protocol increases treatment fidelity over problem 
solving, which requires staff to be expert at a larger number of potential interventions (Fuchs 
et al., 2003). Universal behavioral screening has the potential to support both the problem 
solving and standard protocol models of RTI, as both models can benefit from a systematic 
means of identifying student need. Thus, this dissertation is relevant to examine educators' 
use of S WEBS to make instructional decisions which may shed light onto the role of 
universal behavior screening within RTI. 
Youth Violence Literature 
Research has shown that victims and offenders share many personal characteristics 
and that victimization and perpetration of violent behavior are often entwined. Furthermore, 
risk factors for violence during the first decade of life may emerge as violence during the 
second decade of life. Therefore, Youth Violence: A Report of the Surgeon General (U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, 2001a) blended offender-based research with 
prevention and intervention research, to combine the research bases of public health, 
criminology, and social developmental sciences to help disseminate information about 
reducing a variety of risk factors for children, with the main focus on violence prevention 
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2001a). This report outlines risk factors for 
youth violence. Large effect sizes were found for general offenses, substance use, weak 
social ties, antisocial/delinquent peers, and gang membership. Moderate effect sizes were 
found for being male, low family socioeconomic status, poverty, antisocial parents, 
aggression, and general offenses. Small effect sizes were found for psychological condition, 
hyperactivity, restlessness, difficulty concentrating, risk taking, poor parent-child relations, 
harsh discipline, lax discipline, poor supervision, inconsistent discipline, weak social ties, 
problem behavior, aggression, exposure to television violence, neighborhood crime/drugs, 
family conflict, substance use, poor attitude toward school, poor performance in school, low 
IQ, other family conditions, broken home, separation from parents, dishonesty, abusive 
parent, neglect, and antisocial peers (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
2001a). Risk factors do not operate in isolation. The more risk factors to which a student is 
exposed, the greater the likelihood that he or she will become violent. However, risk factors 
can be buffered by protective factors such as supportive relationships with parents or other 
adults, parental monitoring, commitment to school, recognition for involvement in 
conventional activities, and having friends who engage in conventional behavior (U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, 2001b). 
Dwyer et al. (1998) have identified the following early warning signs that may lead to 
violence: (1) social withdrawal; (2) excessive feelings of isolation and being alone; (3) 
excessive feelings of rejection; (4) being a victim of violence; (5) feelings of being picked on 
and persecuted; (6) low school interest and poor academic performance; (7) expression of 
violence in writing and drawings; (8) uncontrolled anger; (9) patterns of impulsive and 
chronic hitting, intimidating, and bullying behaviors; (10) history of discipline problems; 
(11) history of violent and aggressive behavior; (12) intolerance for differences and 
prejudicial attitudes; (13) drug use and alcohol use; (14) affiliation with gangs; (15) 
inappropriate access to, possession of, and use of firearms; and (16) serious threats of 
violence (detailed and specific). They add that imminent warning signs may include: (a) 
serious physical fighting with peers or family members; (b) severe destruction of property; 
(c) severe rage for seemingly minor reasons; (d) detailed threats of lethal violence; (e) 
possession and/or use of firearms or other weapons; and (f) other self-injurious behaviors or 
threats of suicide. Finally, they caution not to overreact to single signs, words, or actions, but 
instead to understand that research confirms that most of those who are at the highest risk for 
aggression exhibit more than one warning sign repeatedly and with increasing intensity over 
time. Dwyer et al. (1998) note: 
First and foremost, the intent should be to get help for a child early. The early 
warning signs should not be used as rationale to exclude, isolate, or punish a child. 
Nor should they be used as a checklist for formally identifying, mislabeling, or 
stereotyping children (p. 7). 
Dwyer et al. (1998) provided a significant influence in the development of the 
S WEBS for item content and the rationale that risk for aggression increases when more than 
one warning sign is present. Higher scores on the S WEB S are a reflection of the number of 
concerns rather than the intensity of any one concern. The ethical considerations outlined 
above by Dwyer et al. (1998) are also prevalent in recommendations outlined in Chapter 5. 
Student Mental Health 
The percentage of children and adolescents experiencing mental health disorders with 
at least mild levels of impairment has been estimated to be about 20% (Power, 2003). Well 
below 50% of children with mental health disorders actually receive any kind of treatment to 
address their needs (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1999). The Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA 2004) emphasizes early 
intervention for at-risk children including social and emotional development. The act states 
that funds may be used "to assist local educational agencies in providing positive behavioral 
interventions and support and appropriate mental health services for children with 
disabilities." Universal screening has a role in the act's goal of early identification. 
Anxiety disorders (13%) are the most prevalent set of mental health disorders, but 
disruptive behavior disorders (10%) and mood disorders (6%) also are common (Shaffer et 
al., 1996). Common behavioral symptoms of anxiety disorders (e.g., Generalized Anxiety 
Disorder, Phobias, Obsessive-Compulsive Disorders, and Posttraumatic Stress Disorder) are 
anxiety, worry, restlessness, tires easily, trouble concentrating, irritability, increased muscle 
tension, fears, trouble sleeping, recurring or persisting thoughts, repetition of behaviors (e.g., 
counting, checking, repeating words), distressing recollection of traumatic events, avoidance 
of stimuli associate with trauma, and persistent symptoms of increased arousal or hyper-
vigilance (American Psychiatric Association, 1994). Common behavioral symptoms of Mood 
Disorders (e.g., Major Depressive Episode and Dysthymic Disorder) include depressed 
mood, diminished interest in activities, weight gain or loss, feelings of restlessness or being 
slowed down, feeling of worthlessness, poor appetite or overeating, insomnia or 
hypersomnia, low energy or fatigue, low self-esteem, poor concentration, difficulty making 
decisions, feelings of hopelessness, guilt, and recurrent thoughts of death or suicidal ideation 
(American Psychiatric Association, 1994). Because anxiety disorders are so prevalent and 
identification of need through discipline records does not identify internalizing behaviors, 
universal screening tools must be developed to identify internalizing behaviors. 
Common behavioral symptoms of disruptive behavior disorders (e.g., Attention 
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder, Conduct Disorder, and Oppositional Defiant Disorder) are 
that the student bullies, threatens, and intimidates; engages in physical cruelty, theft, or 
property destruction; does not follow rules; loses temper; argues; defiance; deliberately 
annoys others; is angry, resentful, or spiteful; blames others; and exhibits inattention, 
hyperactivity, and impulsivity (American Psychiatric Association, 1994). Such behaviors 
may be identified through examination of discipline records if the intensity has resulted in an 
office referral, while behavior rating scales may identify behaviors of concern to the teacher 
that have not necessarily risen to the level of an office referral. S WEBS provides a method to 
collect teacher concerns about students at a systems level. 
Academic Survival Skills 
Vockell (1993) notes, "Current research overwhelmingly indicates that time 
invested in helping weak students develop their study skills results in much more 
effective learning. This may sound obvious, but very few schools do it." In an age of 
high stakes assessment, schools will need to make the most of their resources to 
improve student performance, which includes teaching study skills. Vockell (1993) 
states further: 
Although there is no evidence that "flunking" a child does any good, there is also no 
evidence that passing the child without remediation accomplishes anything. The 
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solution is to move the child to the next grade level with remediation regarding 
important prerequisite skills, not all schools do this. 
Academic survival skills are prerequisites that enable the student to learn through 
classroom instruction more effectively. Furthermore, these skills may provide social 
competence needed to overcome effects of at-risk conditions (Foulks & Morrow, 1989). 
Howell and Nolet (2000) describe a number of skills that are required to complete tasks and 
perform well in academic settings. These task-related skills include, but are not limited to, 
following directions, completing tasks, attending, accepting authority, having an adaptive 
attitude about work, prior knowledge, arrives on time, enters in a pleasant manner, follows 
classroom rules, listens carefully, moves quickly to new activity, completes homework, self-
monitors work, thinks before acting, has immediate goals, follows a schedule, perseveres in 
the face of difficulty, and maintaining positive beliefs about the value of tasks. Poor use or 
application of these skills contributes to school failure. 
Stanley, Slate, and Jones (1999) are concerned that, despite the emphasis on high-
stakes assessments, too little attention is focused on the academic skills required for success 
in today's schools. Ninth grade becomes a "make or break" year as students begin to question 
their abilities and lose interest in school, which lead to dropping out (Fulk, 2003). Fulk 
suggests that the failure cycle must be negated by teaching students "how to learn" and to 
increase participation in activities so that students come to identify with the school mission 
and culture. The strategies of "how to learn" must be taught with content, but Hebbeler 
(1993) found that three-fourths of students with learning disabilities were not receiving 
assistance with study skills. In a study of one high school, Fulk (2003) found that the student 
body self-identified study habits as a low subtest area, which concurred with their teachers' 
perceptions. Foulks and Morrow (1989) assert that by increasing a kindergarten student's 
repertoire of appropriate responses for the classroom setting, the child's social competence 
and success will increase. Children must master behavior and information that will allow 
them to gain control over their academic and social environment in an appropriate manner. 
The goal is for children to become independent, self-sufficient, and socially competent. 
Universal screening of academic survival skills can help schools identify which students may 
benefit from instruction in academic survival skills. 
In an analysis of the SBS Inventory, Foulks and Morrow (1989) found that 
kindergarten teachers described a competent student as having the following skills: excellent 
work habits, organized, efficient, exhibits self-control, responsive to the teacher, a model for 
other students, socially skilled, and positive with peers. On the other hand, behaviors that 
were of importance to kindergarten teachers were: does not challenge the teacher's authority, 
is not inappropriate for social interactions with peers, is not disruptive of classroom 
instructional process, and does not challenge the teacher's authority and control. 
Foulks and Morrow (1989) found lack of alignment in what preschool teachers, 
family daycare providers, and kindergarten teachers rated as important adaptive and 
unacceptable behaviors in kindergarten. While they cautioned that expectations may be 
contextualized to the local culture of the communities sampled, they cited the importance to 
curriculum development so that instruction of skills occurs in a manner that will help 
children meet the environmental demands of kindergarten. Alignment of the instruction of 
academic survival skills between levels of programming may help children better meet the 
demands of the kindergarten environment and thereby alleviate the child's at-risk status 
(Foulks & Morrow, 1989). 
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Jegede and Ugodulunwa (1997) studied the effects of teaching study habits and 
achievement motivation on Nigerian secondary school students' academic performance. 
Study habits taught were: preparing a schedule and tackling homework, applying SQ3R 
(scan, question, read, recall, and review) to study English, reading faster and concentrating 
more efficiently, and preparing for and taking English-language examinations. Achievement 
motivation group topics taught were: getting to know students and teachers, understanding 
the purposes of English-language instruction, diagnosing and treating students' difficulties, 
and using practical activities to aid studying. Students taught a combination of study habits 
and achievement motivation performed better than the achievement motivation group, which 
in turn performed much better than the study habits group, and the study habit group 
performed better than the control group. 
Findings outlined above (Foulks & Morrow, 1989; Fulk, 2003; Hebbler, 1993; 
Howell & Nolet, 2000; Jegede & Ugodulunwa, 1997; Stanley et al., 1999; Vockell, 1993) 
show that academic survival skills are important skills for students to learn. In their review of 
literature, Snyder and Bambara (1997) report that the academic survival skills "most critical 
for school success include attending class regularly, arriving promptly at class, being 
prepared for daily lessons, meeting assignments deadlines, addressing teachers appropriately, 
and following written or oral directions" (p. 534). Such skills are necessary to become 
successful academically and often are not taught explicitly. Universal screening of academic 
survival skills can help educators identify student need. Such information can be used to 
develop individual, small-group, and school-wide interventions. Universal screening results 
also may be helpful to monitor systemic growth toward the goal of teaching academic 
survival skills. 
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Behavior Rating Scales 
Psychologists, social workers, and educators in both clinical and school settings have 
used behavior rating scales for decades. Behavior rating scales typically are questionnaires 
that contain behaviorally descriptive statements (i.e., "The student bullies others"). The 
teacher rates the student's behavior into categories (i.e., yes/no; or sometimes, often, always), 
and the responses then can be compared to norms and/or criterion. Rating scales often 
include subsets of behavior, such as externalizing, internalizing, inattentive, aggressive, 
withdrawn, and conduct problems. These norm-referenced instruments compare the rater's 
(parent or teacher) perception of the student's behavior against a normative sample of the 
population. These instruments are assumed to represent a rater's summations of recent direct 
observations and experiences with the target child (Elliot & Busse, 1993). Behavior rating 
scales let the practitioner know when a child's behavior is perceived as being significantly 
different from that of other children. With some exceptions, behavior rating scales are 
designed to be administered on one child at a time and take 2-30 minutes to complete. For 
universal or school-wide administration, time-efficient screening tools are needed. 
The Child Behavior Checklist: Teacher Report Form (Achenbach, 2001) is a 
commonly recognized behavior rating scale for individual administration, meaning one 
student rated by one person at a time. Sattler (1988) described the 1986 version of the Child 
Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1986) as a useful instrument for evaluating 
behavior problems of children based on factor analytic findings. In his review of behavior 
rating scales, Sattler described the norm group, reliability, and validity as satisfactory, and 
noted that administration for one student takes approximately 30 minutes with the teacher as 
the respondent. Sattler also described the 1985 version of the Conners Teacher Rating Scale 
(Conners, 1985) as having adequate norm group, reliability, and validity and confirmed it 
was a useful screening instrument for evaluating behavior problems of children. The 
respondent is the teacher and it takes approximately 10-15 minutes to administer for one 
student. 
Several other behavior scales are listed in Sattler's review to take as little as 5-10 
minutes to administer include: the Classroom Adjustment Ratings Scale (Lorion et al., 1975), 
the Health Resources Inventory (Gesten, 1976), and the Teacher Behavioral Description 
Form (Seidman et al., 1979). One scale that is intended for children ages 3-17 years with 
adequate norm group, reliability, and validity is the Abbreviated Parent/Teacher 
Questionnaire (Conners, 1985), which takes two minutes per child to complete. Another 
scale, the AML Behavior Rating Scale (Cowen et al., 1975), requires only two minutes to 
administer, but has a limited norm group and more information is needed about its reliability 
and validity. Rating every child, one child at a time, for a class of 21 students, would take 42 
minutes. Scoring requires more time. Therefore, a typical rating scale is useful for 
determining significance of behavior of one child at a time but is more time-consuming for 
school-wide administration. 
The Systematic Screening for Behavior Disorder (SSBD) developed by Walker and 
Severson (1992) is one system that is efficient for school-wide administration. The SSBD 
uses a three-stage, multiple-gate screening system to identify at-risk elementary-age students. 
During the first stage the teacher is asked to write down the names of students who match 
descriptions provided on a list of either externalizing or internalizing behaviors. The teacher 
then selects 10 students who most closely match each of the behavior profiles. A student 
cannot appear on both lists. The teacher then rank-orders the students from those who most 
exemplify each of the profiles to those who least exemplify each profile. The three highest-
ranking students on each profile (six students total) then are assessed at the second stage of 
screening. At this second stage the teacher fills out a checklist of 33 maladaptive behavioral 
indictors and a 23-item Combined Frequency Index. The first two stages on screening require 
up to an hour and a half of the teacher's time. Normative criteria and cutoff points on the 
Stage Two instruments are used to determine whether any of the rated students qualify for 
further assessments in SSBD screening in Stage Three. In this stage, a school professional 
other than the teacher (e.g., school psychologist, school counselor, resource teacher) uses 
structured observation and recoding procedures to observe the students who exceeded 
normative cutoff points in Stage Two. These observations are in the classroom and 
playground settings. Academic Engaged Time is observed during two different classroom 
observations for 15-20 minutes each. A Peer Social Behavior Observation is conducted 
during two separate recess periods on two separate days. The observation scores then are 
compared to norms. Students exceeding the cutoff point are referred to a child study team for 
further evaluation and assessments to determine whether they qualify as handicapped or are 
at risk for school dropout (Walker & Severson, 1992). 
The SSBD is an excellent system to insure that each child has had at least some 
consideration for further assessment. The SSBD's multiple gate screening appropriately 
increases the level of assessment to match the level of need. However, the design of the 
SSBD does not allow for class-wide comparisons on a given item or factor, as students are 
selected by rank-order of the three worst students for "internalizing" and the three worst 
students for "externalizing" behaviors. Because of the static number of students identified in 
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Stage 1 the SSBD is not compatible with sorting students into the three performance levels 
for school-wide data analysis (i.e., school-wide, small group, and individual). 
As part of pre-dissertation research, this researcher developed School-wide Efficient 
Behavior Screening (SWEBS) (Pierson, 2003) as an alternative for determining the need for 
progressive levels of school-wide intervention (CECP, 2003; Heartland Area Education 
Agency, 2002, Nelson et al., 2002; O'Shaughnessy et al., 2003; Sugai & Homer, 2002). The 
following resources were reviewed to assist in developing the 32 SWEBS items: 
• Current research and literature on school-wide positive behavior supports, predictors 
of violence, and prevention of mental disorders in children. 
• Items from validated assessment instruments, i.e., Systematic Screening for Behavior 
Disorders (Walker & Severson, 1992), Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach, 2001), 
Behavior Assessment System for Children (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1992), and 
Conner's Rating Scales (Conners, 1997). 
• Indicators of common mental health disorders indicated in the Diagnostic and 
Statistical Manual-Fourth Edition (APA, 1994). 
• The functional requirements of students to perform well in school as indicated in 
literature, otherwise known as academic survival skills. 
The response range for SWEBS statements is dichotomous—"concerned" or "not 
concerned"—rather than a Likert-type range that reflects intensity or frequency. The items 
are presented to teachers in a matrix-style protocol that allows a teacher to rate all students in 
a typical classroom in approximately 19 minutes. Students are scored on academic survival 
skills, social skills, conduct, social isolation, and intimidation, and given a total score. 
32 
The SWEBS (Pierson, 2003) was developed by administering it to 32 teachers from 9 
midwest school districts meeting the National Center for Education Statistics (2003) locale 
codes: Urban Fringe of Mid-Size City; Large Town (Urban); Rural, inside Metropolitan 
Statistical Area; and Rural, outside Metropolitan Statistical Area. The 32 teachers rated a 
total of 695 students. The ethnicity of the student population that was sampled was 2.8% 
Hispanic, 92.0% White, 1.7% Black, 0.2% American Indian, 3.0% Asian, 0.03% Pacific 
Islander, and 1.0% Other. The ethnicity within the state was 4.9% Hispanic, 88.2% White, 
4.5% Black, 0.6% American Indian, and 1.8%Asian 
(http://www.state.ia.us/educate/ootd/reports/psp04.pdf). SWEBS was found to have adequate 
test-retest reliability; however, interrater reliability and criterion validity were not 
determined. Furthermore, how educators might use such data and their perceptions of the 
face validity of the SWEBS were not explored. 
Summary 
This study is important because unmet behavioral needs and underdeveloped 
academic survival skills negatively affect school performance and adjustment. Early 
interventions offer the best chance of interrupting behavior patterns that otherwise would 
become persistent (Feil et al., 2002; Scott, 2001). To identify needs, a universal behavioral 
screening tool is needed (Feil et al., 2002; Nelson et al., 2002; Pierson, 2003; Scott, 2001). 
Such a tool must allow for school-wide identification of externalizing and internalizing 
behaviors, assist with the determination of systemic instructional needs, and assist with 
instructional grouping (CECP, 2003; Heartland Area Education Agency, 2002; Pierson, 
2003; Scott, 2001; Walker & Severson, 1992; Wingenfeld, 2002). Through this study, the 
interrater reliability and criterion validity of the SWEBS was explored as well as 
educators used SWEBS to make instructional decisions related to student need. 
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METHOD 
This study employed mixed methods research—that is, quantitative methods were 
used to determine interrater reliability and criterion validity, while qualitative methods of 
focus group interviewing and surveys were employed to study how educators used the 
SWEBS to make instructional decisions. 
Midwestern schools were solicited to participate in the research for this dissertation. 
The recruitment occurred at a meeting where school administrators came to hear 
presentations about methods for meeting the needs of diverse learners. Three districts 
expressed interest in the project. Additional presentations to discuss the details of the project 
were offered to the interested districts. In the end, one large district agreed. According to the 
National Center for Education Statistics (2003), this district was classified as Large Town 
(Urban), with an approximate enrollment of 4,600. 
Potential selection bias for district participation exists for a couple of reasons. First, 
only school administrators from the districts within the geographic limits of the Area 
Education Agency were invited to attend. Second, the overall topic of the session was 
"meeting needs of diverse learners." Therefore, administrators with higher motivation to 
meet these needs, or out of interest or necessity, would have been in attendance. The 
administrators from the three districts that expressed interest may have had motivation based 
on needs not present in other schools. The district that agreed to the research project may 
have had needs or resources dissimilar to those of the other districts. The impact of this 
potential selection bias was not assessable under the design of this study. 
Once the district committed to involvement, a brief presentation was given to all the 
elementary principals at a previously scheduled district administrative meeting. This 
presentation included a general overview of the research design of the study. Three 
elementary administrators from this district volunteered their school buildings as research 
sites. Potential selection bias exists for school buildings. The volunteering administrators 
may have had more motivation to participate due to personal interest or student need. These 
administrators also may have been in a better position to obtain staff support for the effort 
involved in such a project. The impact of this potential selection bias was not assessable 
under the design of this study. 
Solicitation of Teachers at Pilot Sites 
Once sites were obtained, teachers at each of the three research sites were given a 20-
minute presentation regarding the goals and methods of this project. See Appendix B for 
slides of the presentation. Because of the need for school-wide data, teachers were informed 
that they all were required to complete the SWEBS protocols on their students and that they 
might be required to complete a second protocol for the purpose of determining interrater 
reliability. Teachers also were informed of the opportunities for voluntary participation in 
follow-up surveys, decisionmaking groups, and focus groups. Teachers who volunteered for 
the follow-up surveys, decisionmaking groups, and focus group components signed informed 
consent documents. Selection bias exists for voluntary participation in the follow-up surveys 
and focus groups. These teachers may have had more interest in this research topic or may 
have been motivated to participate by their students' needs. Other teachers who may have 
wished to participate may have had other professional or personal demands on their time that 
would have interfered with their opportunity to participate. Principals were asked to 
encourage staff participation in the decisionmaking groups that would provide balanced 
representation of their staff, such as representatives from grade levels, art, music, physical 
education, special education, and at-risk. The choice by the principal of which personnel to 
encourage to be present at the interpretation meetings is another potential source of selection 
bias. The impact of these potential sources of selection bias was not assessable under the 
design of this study. 
Table 1 outlines the participation of teachers at each school. 
Table 1: Participation Rates of Teachers 
School One School Two School Three Total 
Number of Classroom Teachers Rating Students 13 21 14 48 
(participation required) 
Number of Educators Performing 2nd rating of 9 8 4 21 
students for interrater reliability (participation required) 
Number of Classroom teachers performing 2nd rating of 8 1 2 11 
students for interrater reliability (participation required) 
Number of Educators completing surveys 9 9 2 20 
(voluntary participation) 
Number of Educators in focus group 8 8 6 22 
(voluntary participation) 
Solicitation of Students at Pilot Sites 
Informed parental consent, student assent documents, and a cover letter from the 
building principal were sent home with students in their "Friday Folders" for parent and 
student signatures (see Appendix C for consent and assent documents). Students were 
instructed to return the documents early the following week. Only those students who had 
proper parental and student assent by the end of the following week become subjects. The 
administrators recommended this timeline as they reported that if students return materials at 
all, it is typically within one week and additional time would not likely result in significantly 
more students participating. In the end, 591 students of the 1,003 were consented and 
assented, with participation rates by building ranging from 26.7% to 45.3%. Potential 
selection bias also exists for obtaining consented and assented students. Some of those who 
did not participate may not have gotten the information to their parents or may not have 
gotten the signed consents back to school. Some, particularly older students (4th and 5th 
graders), expressed to teachers that they did not want to have this information collected. 
Some students expressed to teachers that they did not want to "do anything" for the study, 
which indicates a misunderstanding of the procedures as the students did not have to do 
anything. Some parents may not have wanted this sensitive information collected on their 
child, as evidenced by one particular phone call. Other students may have been absent on the 
day of distribution or collection, and if the classroom teacher did not facilitate getting this 
activity made up for the student, the student or parents would not have had the opportunity to 
sign consent or assent. 
The possibility also exists that some teachers would have encouraged their students 
more aggressively to take home and return materials, while others may have placed the 
materials in the folders passively. For example, in school Two, the teachers had their 
classrooms competing to see which room could return the most consent forms, whether 
signed or unsigned. This level of encouragement was not as prevalent in the other schools. 
The impact of these potential sources of selection bias was not assessable under the design of 
this study. Teachers had several comments about the consent and assent issues, which will be 
discussed later. Table 2 shows the percentage of assented and consented students by school 
and project-wide. The overall participation rate of students was 58.9% of the school 
population, ranging from a low of 39.5% in building 3 to a high of 73.6% in building 2. 
For the three elementary schools chosen to participate in this study, the following 
tables contain demographic information of the entire student population, compared to the 
demographics of the sample. Table 2 shows the difference in participation of students in each 
of the three schools. A Pearson chi-square statistic showed a significant difference (p < .001, 
two-tailed) between the population and sample demographics. In other words, School Two 
was relatively oversampled in relation to School One, which was slightly underrepresented, 
and to School Three, which was greatly underrepresented. 
Table 2: Frequency by School Building 
School N of Percent of N of Percent of Percent Adjusted 
Population Project Sample Total Consented Residual of 
Population Project and Consented 
Sample Assented Students 
One 268 26.7% 146 24.7% 54.5% -1.7 
Two 454 45.3% 334 56.5% 73.6% 8.6 
Three 281 28.0% 111 18.8% 39.5% -7.8 
Total 1,003 100.0% 591 100% 58.9% — 
Demographics 
For the three elementary schools combined, Table 3 shows the demographics for 
gender. A Pearson's chi-square showed no significant difference (p = .214, two-tailed) 
between the population and the sample for gender. It should be noted that 16.1% of the 
students in the district database were missing codes for gender. When consents were received 
from parents, all missing gender codes were clarified within the relevant building for the 
consented students. Therefore, for the sampled students, no gender codes were missing. 
Hence, no adjustments to case weighting for gender were needed. 
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Table 3: Frequency by Gender 
Gender N of Percent of N of Percent of Adjusted Residual of 
Population Population Sample Sample Consented Students 
Males 400 39.9% 289 48.9% -1.2 
Females 442 44.1% 302 51.1% 1.2 
Not coded 161 16.1% 0 0.0% — 
Total 1003 100.1%* 591 100.0% - -
*This column does not add to 100% due to rounding. 
Table 4 shows the frequency of each ethnicity in the population and the sample. The 
value of Pearson's chi-square showed a significant difference (p < .001, two-tailed) between 
the participation of various ethnic groups in the sample and in the population. In other words, 
in relationship to the population, Caucasians were greatly overrepresented in the sample, 
Asians slightly overrepresented, Hispanics and Other slightly underrepresented, and African 
Americans very underrepresented. Therefore, an adjustment was needed through case-
weighting on the basis of ethnicity. 
Table 4: Frequency by Ethnicity 
Ethnicity N of Percent of N of Percent of Adjusted Residual of 
Population Population Sample Sample Consented Students 
Asian 108 10.8 68 11.5% 0.9 
African 75 7.5% 19 3.2% -6.1 
American 
Caucasian 770 76.8% 484 81.9% 4.6 
Hispanic 40 4.0% 18 3.0% -1.8 
Other 10 1.0% 2 0.3% -2.5 
Total 1003 100.1% 591 99.9* — 
*This column does not add to 100% due to rounding. 
Table 5 shows the frequency of programming. Pearson's chi-square showed a 
significant difference (p < .001, two-tailed) between the population and the sample. In other 
words, at-risk students were slightly overrepresented in the sample, general education 
students were veiy overrepresented in the sample, and special education students were very 
much underrepresented in the sample. Therefore an adjustment was needed through case-
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weighting on the basis of special education, at-risk, and general education programming 
status. 
Table 5: Frequency by Program 
Program N of Percent of N of Percent of Adjusted 
Population Population Sample Sample Residual of 
Consented 
Students 
General Education 713 71.1% 447 75.6% 3.8 
At-risk 154 15.4% 98 16.6% 1.3 
Special Education 136 13.6% 46 7.8% -6.4 
Total 1003 100.1 591 100.0% — 
*This column does not add to 100% due to rounding. 
Table 6 shows the frequency of students in the English Language Learner (ELL) 
program in the population versus the sample. Pearson's chi-square showed a significant 
difference (p < .001, two-tailed) between the population and the sample. In other words, 
students in the ELL program were slightly underrepresented while non-ELL students were 
very overrepresented. Therefore an adjustment was needed through case-weighting on the 
basis of status as ELL. 
Table 6: Frequency of Student in the English Language Learner Program in the 
Population versus the Sample 
Program N of Population Percent of N of Sample Percent of Adjusted 
Population Sample Residual of 
Consented 
Students 
ELL 27 2.7% 12 2.0% -1.6 
Non-ELL 976 97.3% 579 98.0% 13.6 
Total 1003 100.0% 591 100.0% — 
Table 7 shows the frequency of students involved in the Free or Reduced Lunch 
programs in the population versus the sample. Pearson's chi-square showed no significant 
difference (p = .141, two-tailed) between the population and the sample for students in Free 
or Reduced Lunch programs. Therefore no adjustments were needed to case-weighting based 
on free and reduced lunch status. 
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Table 7: Frequency by Free and Reduced Lunch Status 
Program N of Population Percent of 
Population 
N of Sample Percent of 
Sample 
Free 94 9.4% 59 10.0% 
Reduced 34 3.4% 25 42% 
Regular 875 87.2% 507 85.894 
Total 1003 100.0% 591 100.0% 
Table 8 shows the frequency of students in the Title Math and Title Reading 
programs in the population versus the sample. Pearson's chi-square showed no significant 
difference (p = .945, two-tailed) between the population and the sample. Therefore no case 
weighting adjustments were needed on the basis of involvement in Title One math or reading 
programs. 
Table 8: Frequency by Program 
Program N of Population Percent of 
Population 
N of Sample Percent of Sample 
Non-Title 910 90.7% 529 89.5% 
Title Math 10 1.0% 6 1.0% 
Title Reading 83 83% 56 9.5% 
Total 1003 100.0% 591 100.0% 
Because of the significant differences between the population and the sample on the 
variables of school, ethnicity, program (special education, at-risk, general education), cases 
were weighted for further analysis so the results could reflect more accurately the population 
of the three participating schools. Please note that while a significant difference was noted 
for involvement in the (ELL) program, the residuals were less than 3 in absolute value. 
Therefore, cases were not weighted on ELL status. The weighting scheme was intended to 
create ease of analysis and interpretations, as the three schools could be analyzed as a whole 
rather than interpreting results for three separate schools. While many variables (measured 
and not measured by this study) could account for why there were differences in the 
population and sample, only the variables above were used for case weighting, as they were 
considered the best equalizers of exceptionality and cultural variables available within the 
data set. Table 9 illustrates the resulting weighting scheme. Weight 1 and Weight 2 were 
multiplied together per case. 
Table 9: Weighting of Cases 
Weight 1 Weight 2 
School Ethnicity At-risk General 
Education 
Special 
Education 
One 1.1 Asian 1.6 0.7 1.0 
1.1 Black 1.6 1.6 1.0 
1.1 Caucasian 0.7 1.0 2.3 
1.1 Hispanic 0.7 3.7 1.0 
Two 0.8 Asian 0.8 1.0 0.7 
0.8 Black 0.7 1.5 4.0 
0.8 Caucasian 0.9 0.9 1.4 
0.8 Hispanic 1.5 0.8 1.0 
Three 1.5 Asian 1.4 1.0 1.0 
1.5 Black 1.5 2.2 1.0 
1.5 Caucasian 0.7 0.9 1.6 
1.5 Hispanic 0.8 1.0 0.8 
Table 10 shows the frequency by grade level of students in the sample. The range of 
participation was from 11.3% for Kindergarten to 18.3% for first grade. 
Table 10: Frequency by Grade Level of Students in the Sample 
Grade N of Sample Percent of Sample 
Kindergarten 67 11.3% 
First 108 18.3% 
Second 96 16.2% 
Third 89 15.1% 
Fourth 73 12.4% 
Fifth 88 14.9% 
Sixth 70 11.8% 
Total 591 100.0% 
Quantitative Data Collection Procedures 
The central administration provided a data file containing student names, gender, 
ethnicity, programming status (i.e., special education, ELL, Title Reading, Title Math, or "at-
risk"), free and reduced lunch status information, and Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) 
scores to the researcher. S WEBS protocols were given to classroom teachers to complete on 
all properly consented/assented students. See Appendix D and E for test items and a sample 
S WEBS protocol. Students were rated by the teacher who had the student the majority of the 
day or who was assigned as a homeroom teacher. The special education teacher rated special 
education students who attended a limited number of general education classes. These 
procedures were used to have the teacher with the most knowledge of the student or teacher 
with the most exposure to the student completing the rating. 
To determine interrater reliability, a sample of the consented school population was 
used. Student names from the list of consented/assented students were randomly selected, 7 
per grade level, until 49 (K-6) were obtained from each building, thus making a total of 147 
students out of 591 consented students (K-6) when all 3 buildings were combined. This was a 
3-building total of 21 students at each grade level. For each of the selected students the 
researcher asked the principal to look at the student's schedule to find a staff member 
(different from the first rater) who was knowledgeable about the student to complete a 
second rating. In other words, the second rater had to be a staff member who was assigned or 
scheduled to be responsible for some student-related duty for a least part of the day. The 
second rater may have been another classroom teacher on the student's schedule; a special 
education teacher, a teacher of art, music, or PE; or an educational associate who works 
directly with the student. In the end, 47 homeroom teachers rated 146 students (each student 
was rated once by one teacher) the first time and 21 educators rated the same 146 students a 
second time (each student was rated once by one educator). 
The researcher had access to student names and student records in each of the schools 
and at the Area Education Agency (AEA), to match records for criterion reliability. The 
following sets of information were collected: IEP goal codes, the number of discipline 
referrals, involvement in other "at-risk" programs, free and reduced lunch status, and ITBS 
scores. Correlations between these sets of information and factor scores on the S WEBS were 
examined to determine criterion validity. To protect anonymity, once records were matched 
and information collected, student names were removed and only student number from that 
point forward were used to identify student records. 
In the area education agency where the data were collected, the IEP teams assign goal 
codes to each goal written for a student. Table 11 provides a summary of the types of codes 
possible. Table 12 shows the distribution of the goals for students in this study. For more 
simplified interpretation of the data, codes were combined into broader categories of need for 
each student (e.g. academic goals, behavior goals, communication goals, and total goals). 
Table 13 shows which goal codes were assigned under these broader categories. 
Table 14 contains descriptive information for S WEBS items using data gathered 
during the dissertation research project. Table 15 contains descriptive information for 
S WEBS items in this study that used raw data from Pierson (2003). Use of raw data from 
Pierson (2003) was a necessity to determine a factor structure after items were deleted due to 
inadequate item interrater reliability as found during this study. To provide clarity throughout 
this document, the source of raw data—Pierson (2003) or this study—will be indicated either 
in the table caption or a table footnote, as Pierson (2003) or (2005), with the latter date 
referencing this study. When not specifically indicated, the data source is this study, or 
Pierson (2005). Table 16 contains descriptive information for variables using data gathered 
during the dissertation research project. Table 17 contains descriptive information for 
variables using raw data from Pierson (2003). 
Table 11: IEP Goal Codes Used By IEP Teams in the District 
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Table 12: IEP Goal Codes Assigned to Special Education Goals 
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Table 13: IEP Goals Assigned to Broader Categories 
Goal Category Description Number Number of Percent of 
of Goals for Total 
Goals Category Goals 
Academic —— — 68 65.4% 
Goals 
F2: Demonstrates competence in basic reading 28 — 26.9% 
skills. 
F3: Demonstrates competences in basic math 23 — 22.1% 
skills. 
F4: Demonstrates competence in basic written 17 — 16.4% 
language skills. 
Behavior — — 24 23.1% 
Goals 
D2: Is responsible for self. 3 2.9 
El : Complies with school and community rules. 2 1.9 
Gl : Cope effectively with personal challenges. 13 12.5 
G4: Gets along with other people. 6 5.8% 
Communication — — 12 11.5% 
Goals 
F7: Demonstrates competence in communication 12 — 11.5% 
Number of Goal Codes for Special Education Student Population In this Study 
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Table 14: Descriptive Statistics of Item Variables (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2005) 
Percent of Percent of 
sample sample 
endorsed endorsed 
with with 
Variable N concerns Variable N concerns 
Question 1 Rules 590 10.89% Interrater Question 1 169 12.53% 
Question 2 FewFriend 590 14.18% Interrater Question 2 169 15.25% 
Question 3 BadPeerGrp 590 8.00% Interrater Question 3 169 12.81% 
Question 4 Gang 590 0.00% Interrater Question 4 169 1.90% 
Question 5 Worry Anxious 590 10.41% Interrater Question 5 169 16.51% 
Question 6 Verb Aggress 590 5.90% Interrater Question 6 169 5.40% 
Question 7 FamStress 590 6.76% Interrater Question 7 169 5.65% 
Question 8 SchoolAttit 590 2.80% Interrater Question 8 169 8.46% 
Question 9 PoorAcadem 590 10.38% Interrater Question 9 169 11.38% 
Question 10 Steals 590 2.27% Interrater Question 10 169 1.90% 
Question 11 Sneaky 590 8.08% Interrater Question 11 169 6.80% 
Question 12 Focus 590 19.17% Interrater Question 12 169 24.79% 
Question 13 AppAngry 590 3.70% Interrater Question 13 169 5.97% 
Question 14 Phy Aggress 590 4.03% Interrater Question 14 169 4.59% 
Question 15 Sad 590 6.19% Interrater Question 15 169 7.01% 
Question 16 SocSkill 590 11.44% Interrater Question 16 169 16.91% 
Question 17 Victim 590 2.72% Interrater Question 17 169 8.16% 
Question 18 Express Violence 590 1.88% Interrater Question 18 169 1.90% 
Question 19 Express Isolation 590 3.64% Interrater Question 19 169 3.99% 
Question 20 XpFeelAppr 590 5.97% Interrater Question 20 169 7.00% 
Question 21 CmpLrgePrj 590 11.17% Interrater Question 21 169 24.13% 
Question 22 ThreatViol 590 123% Interrater Question 22 169 2.70% 
Question 23 Bullies 590 4.95% Interrater Question 23 169 4.77% 
Question 24 DifficltChange 590 8.92% Interrater Question 24 169 13.13% 
Question 25 Prejedicial 590 1.31% Interrater Question 25 169 7.07% 
Question 26 Suicidual 590 0.86% Interrater Question 26 168 1.91% 
Question 27 ConsdrFeel 590 6.58% Interrater Question 27 169 8.37% 
Question 28 Somatic 590 4.99% Interrater Question 28 169 5.08% 
Question 29 PleaseThank 590 1.55% Interrater Question 29 169 9.66% 
Question 30 Organization 590 15.93% Interrater Question 30 169 16.05% 
Question 31 WorkComplti 590 10.75% Interrater Question 31 169 19.19% 
Question 32 ExNeedApp 590 4.50% Interrater Question 32 169 9.57% 
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Table 15: Descriptive Statistics for Item Variables Based On Raw Data from Pierson 
(2003) 
Percent of Percent of 
sample sample 
endorsed endorsed 
with with 
Variable N concerns Variable N concerns 
Question 1 Rules 675 16.00% Retest 1 Rules 630 19.05% 
Question 2 FewFriend 675 12.44% Retest 2 FewFriend 630 10.63% 
Question 3 BadPeerGrp 675 9.63% Retest 3 BadPeer 630 11.59% 
Question 4 gang 675 0.30% Retest 4 gang 630 0.48% 
Question 5 Worry Anxious 675 7.70% Retest 5 WorryAnxious 630 8.57% 
Question 6 VerbAggress 675 5.93% Retest 6 VerbAggress 630 5.87% 
Question 7 FamStress 675 9.04% Retest 7 FamStress 630 6.98% 
Question 8 SchoolAttit 675 12.00% Retest 8 SchoolAttit 630 9.84% 
Question 9 PoorAcadem 675 17.19% Retest 9 PoorAcadem 630 19.05% 
Question 11 Sneaky 675 6.81% Retest 11 Sneaky 630 7.62% 
Question 12 Focus 675 22.37% Retest 12 Focus 630 21.11% 
Question 13 AppAngry 675 4.59% Retest 13 AppAngry 630 5.56% 
Question 14 Phy Aggress 675 2.81% Retest 14 PhyAggress 630 4.29% 
Question 15 Sad 675 6.37% Retest 15 Sad 630 6.19% 
Question 16 SocSkill 675 11.41% Retest 16 SocSkill 630 10.32% 
Question 17 Victim 675 5.19% Retest 17 Victim 630 4.60% 
Question 20 XpFeelAppr 675 6.07% Retest 20 XpFeelAppr 630 7.62% 
Question 21 CmpLrgePrj 675 12.15% Retest 21 CmpLrgePrj 630 13.97% 
Question 22 ThreatViol 675 1.63% Retest 22 ThreatsViol 630 1.90% 
Question 23 Bullies 675 4.15% Retest 23 Bullies 630 4.76% 
Question 24 DifficltChan 675 8.30% Retest 24 DifficltChan 630 9.84% 
Question 25 Prejudicial 675 222% Retest 25 Prejudicial 630 222% 
Question 26 Suicidual 675 0.89% Retest 26 Suicidual 630 1.11% 
Question 27 ConsdrFeel 675 8.30% Retest 27 ConsdrFeel 630 7.78% 
Question 30 Organization 675 20.44% Retest 30 Organization 630 22.54% 
Question 31 WorkCmplti 675 17.78% Retest 31 WorkCmplti 630 20.79% 
Question 32 XpNeedApp 675 4.89% Retest 32 XpNeedApp 630 5.87% 
Table 16: Descriptive Statistics of Variables (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2005) 
Variable N Min. Max. Mean 
Std. Std. 
Error Deviation Variance Skewness 
Skewness 
Std. 
Error Kurtosis 
Kurtosis 
Std. 
Error 
New Factor 1 Conduct 590 0.00 10.00 0.5466 0.0632 1.5347 2.3553 3.570 0.101 13.795 0.201 
New Factor 2 Social 590 0.00 8.00 0.6520 0.0615 1.4935 2.2305 2.808 0.101 8.013 0.201 
New Factor 3 Academic 590 0.00 7.00 0.7696 0.0625 1.5188 2.3069 2.191 0.101 4.109 0.201 
New Total (26-items) 590 0.00 23.00 1.9683 0.1613 3.9179 15.3500 2.777 0.101 8.452 0.201 
Interrater of New Factor 1 Conduct 169 0.00 10.00 0.7100 0.1514 1.9668 3.8682 3.497 0.187 12.150 0.372 
Interrater of New Factor 2 Social 169 0.00 8.00 0.9544 0.1376 1.7869 3.1931 2.111 0.187 4.021 0.372 
Interrater of New Factor 3 Academic 169 0.00 6.00 1.0963 0,1459 1.8955 3.5928 1.411 0.187 0.367 0.372 
Interrater of New Total-F3 Solution 169 0.00 24.00 2.7607 0.3747 4.8678 23.6957 2.415 0.187 6.341 0.372 
Absences 590 0.00 23.00 3.7489 0.1493 3.6258 13.1462 1.548 0.101 3.281 0.201 
Tardy 590 0.00 47.00 2.0491 0.1671 4.0574 16.4628 4.978 0.101 40.395 0.201 
Days Present 590 9.00 131.00 122.3640 0.6900 16.7596 280.8835 -4.569 0.101 22.706 0.201 
Percent of Days Present 590 82.44 100.00 97.0545 0.1172 2.8454 8.0965 -1.555 0.101 3.308 0.201 
Discipline Referrals 262 0.00 8.00 0.3045 0.0616 0.9976 0.9952 4.572 0.150 24.339 0.300 
Suspensions 262 0.00 8.00 0.2883 0.0597 0.9665 0.9341 4.852 0.150 27.568 0.300 
43 NSS RC: ITBS Read. Comprehension. 301 144.00 316.00 228.7543 1.8672 32.4027 1049.9344 -0.083 0.140 -0.228 0.280 
51 NSS LT: ITBS Lang. Total 227 160.00 308.00 235.6514 2.0325 30.6487 939.3414 -0.067 0.161 -0.267 0.321 
54 NSS MT: ITBS Math Total 303 157.00 304.00 225.4338 1.7339 30.2042 912.2929 0.313 0.140 -0.287 0.279 
58 NSS SC: ITBS Science 302 150.00 317.00 232.3056 1.9545 33.9798 1154.6253 0.250 0.140 -0.448 0.279 
Table 17: Descriptive Statistics of Variables (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Variable N Min. Max. Mean 
Std. 
Error 
Std. 
Deviation Variance Skewness 
Skewness 
Std. 
Error Kurtosis 
Kurtosis 
Std. 
Error 
New 3-Factor Conduct 675 0.00 9.00 0.6207 0.0536 1.3925 1.9390 2.878 0.094 9.012 0.188 
New 3-Factor Social 675 0.00 9.00 0.6326 0.0516 1.3404 1.7966 2.876 0.094 9.402 0.188 
New 3-Factor Academic 675 0.00 7.00 1.1096 0.0669 1.7371 3.0176 1.609 0.094 1.644 0.188 
New 3-Factor Total (26 items) 675 0.00 20.00 2.3630 0.1391 3.6138 13.0595 2.053 0.094 4.420 0.188 
Retest New 3-Factor Conduct 630 0.00 10.00 0.7063 0.0647 1.6239 2.6370 3.009 0.097 9.595 0.194 
Retest New 3-Factor Social 630 0.00 9.00 0.6476 0.0550 1.3799 1.9042 2.803 0.097 8.515 0.194 
Retest New 3-Factor Academic 630 0.00 7.00 1.1429 0.0716 1.7979 3.2323 1.577 0.097 1.466 0.194 
Retest New 3-Factor Total (26 items) 630 0.00 22.00 2.4968 0.1571 3.9427 15.5445 2.192 0.097 5.163 0.194 
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Qualitative Data Collection Procedures 
Development of Focus Group and Survey Questions 
The questions asked of the focus groups and on the surveys were developed to answer 
research question #3, "How were S WEBS data used by educators to reach instructional 
decisions related to student needs?" The questions were developed through introspection of 
the researcher as to what would help draw out dialogue about how the educators might use 
the S WEBS data. These questions then were reviewed by the researcher's academic advisors 
and edited accordingly. Additionally, the school district administrators involved in the 
project were allowed to give input into the survey and focus group questions prior to the 
launch of data collection procedures. The focus group interview questions and the Web-
survey questions were the same, with the exception of two questions were added to the Web-
survey to help track the roles of the respondents (i.e., administrator, teacher, associate) and 
what grade level(s) they were assigned to work. These two questions were intended to help 
guide interpretation once all the data had been collected. 
All data team meeting participants signed a consent form agreeing to be interviewed 
with focus group questions. These meetings were tape recorded and later transcribed. 
A follow-up survey was sent to all consented educators involved in the project after 
the focus group interviews were complete. Again, the survey was the same as the focus group 
questions. An email invitation was sent to the consented teachers to complete a Web-based 
survey, which was used to facilitate administration without being present at the research site 
and to reduce the collection burden on school staff. This was an attractive alternative as the 
end of the school year was approaching quickly and the convenience of the Web-survey 
provided for a timely administration and data gathering tool. Even though the researcher had 
checked to make sure that the Web-survey ran appropriately from each site, the teachers were 
encouraged to seek technical assistance from the media specialist if the survey did not run as 
planned or to contact the principal or researcher for a paper copy of the survey. Out of the 36 
email invitations sent to complete the survey, 20 completed surveys were obtained. The 
Web-survey service recorded 33 visits to the survey Website. The discrepancy between the 
number of invitations, Website visits, and completed surveys may indicate that some 
respondents decided that they did not wish to complete the survey once they visited it or that 
they had technical problems. However, no paper surveys were requested from the researcher 
or turned in. These considerations should be recognized as potential threats to validity. 
Use of Data by the Schools 
A data team assembled by each of the building principals analyzed the data from the 
first S WEBS rating. The principals chose data team members either by using existing teams 
or by solicitation of staff volunteers. The researcher encouraged the principals to have 
representatives of various groups on staff (i.e., grade levels, special education, general 
education, Area Education Agency staff) in the design of the data teams to represent all of 
the stakeholders in school-wide decisionmaking. 
Data reported to the data team by the researcher included student names and scores, 
because this information was necessary for the faculty to utilize in decisionmaking. The data 
were analyzed in the aggregate and then disaggregated by grade, gender, IEP status, and 
ethnicity (see Appendix F for a sample data report). A separate report of scores, with 
comparisons of students on free/reduced lunch, also was prepared, without student names due 
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to legal constraints. To protect student privacy, data team members were cautioned regarding 
the confidential nature of the reports and the requirement for limited access to the data. All 
copes of the data reports were returned to the principal at the end of the meeting. 
The researcher informed the staff how the data report was organized, what type of 
data were in the report, and how they were summarized. The data teams then reviewed the 
screening data with the researcher as a participant/observer in the data meetings. The teams 
were provided with some context in which to begin interpretation, provide background 
information, and inform educators about the 3-tier school-wide model. The researcher took 
care not to impose one process for interpretation, such as interpreting school-wide data first 
before individual data, and avoided guiding interpretation of the meaning of the data. See 
Appendix G for transcription clips of the focus groups that were coded by the researcher as 
'giving directions' or directive in nature. As the teams consumed the data, the researcher 
facilitated the groups as they discussed the data, helped educators to remain on-task, 
answered questions of staff, and provided insight into the interpretative process, specifically 
the 3-tier approach with associated expected percentages, as requested, and near the end of 
the session asked the focus group questions. 
Educators also were cautioned of limitations of this screening instrument. For 
example, this instrument collects perceptual data from teachers based on situations that 
teachers have observed or of which they have become aware of through other means. 
Overidentification or underidentification may occur due to the teachers' levels of awareness 
of the actual behavioral symptoms and their perception of that behavior as concerning. 
Educators also were cautioned that the S WEBS is not a measure of the degree to 
which students display exceptional behavioral health, because the items are not designed to 
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measure the positive end of the normal curve. They were advised that the wording and design 
of the instrument were intended to identify those having problems versus those not having 
problems. They were advised that an assumption could be made, albeit with limitations, 
stating that if students are not having problems as rated by the S WEBS they are behaviorally 
healthy. Above all, they were advised that S WEBS is a screening instrument, and concerns 
identified must be validated through further data collection. They were told that sources of 
additional data collection might include a review of records, observation of the student, 
interviews of the teacher(s) and parent(s), and other direct or indirect assessments such as 
tests or diagnostic rating scales. The educators raised some question about the level of 
validation required. The researcher suggested that the level of validation reflect the number 
of concerns expressed by the teacher on the S WEBS. In other words, for lower S WEBS 
scores, an informal interview of the teacher(s) or parent(s) might be appropriate. Higher 
S WEBS might lead to more problem solving assessment. 
Educators were cautioned for ethical use of the data from screening, including the 
following: 
• The data should be used for the purpose of providing supports and interventions 
to students with need. 
• The data should not be used to label, track, or restrict a student's access to 
programs or activities. 
• The data from screening are not sufficient, without further problem validation, to 
warrant placement into specialized programs or for identifying disabilities. 
• Someone should oversee the school-wide administration, scoring, and 
interpretation of the S WEBS with appropriate training, experience, and expertise 
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in the purpose of screening assessments, basic statistical interpretation, and ethical 
use of assessment data. 
• Above all, schools using the S WEB S must identify procedures to maintain 
appropriate levels of confidentiality. 
Educators at data meetings were advised to protect confidentiality, specifically that 
information be shared only with professional purposes and only with persons who have a 
legitimate need to know, and that obsolete confidential information be shredded or otherwise 
destroyed before placement in recycling bins or trash receptacles (National Association of 
School Psychologists, 2000). The educators were also advised through paraphrase of Dywer 
et al. (1998) guidelines: 
It is important to avoid inappropriate labeling or stigmatizing individual students 
because they appear to fit a specific profile or set of indicators. It's okay to be 
worried about a child, but it's not okay to overreact and jump to conclusions. There 
are certain risks associated with using early warning signs to identify children who 
are troubled. First and foremost, the intent should be to get help for a child early. The 
early warning signs should not to be used as rationale to exclude, isolate, or punish a 
child. Nor should they be used as a checklist for formally identifying, mislabeling, or 
stereotyping children (pp. 6-7). 
Additionally, the researcher reminded educators that this was a screening tool under 
development and that care must be taken to avoid overgeneralization of screening results into 
diagnostic information for program placement. 
Sorting Qualitative Data into Themes 
Data meetings/focus groups were recorded and transcribed into a database created in 
Microsoft Access. Sections of interviews that appeared to represent a segment of continuous 
thought or discussion were typed into one record. The records then were coded into a wide 
range of themes that surfaced from repeated reading of the data (see Appendix H for a list of 
data codes). Bogdan and BHelen's (1982) definition of theme for this study was used which is, 
"certain words, phrases, patterns of behavior, subject's ways of thinking, and events repeat 
and stand out" (p. 166). The researcher sorted through the records in the database several 
times, coding themes to each section of transcription. Often, a section of transcription 
matched multiple themes. At each pass, themes were combined when appropriate or new 
themes were created. For example, the themes of "Improvement Plans" and "School-wide" 
eventually were combined into a general theme of school improvement. Tesch (1990) 
referred to this process as "de-contextualization" and "re-contextualization," and is a method 
of turning reams of data into manageable chunks while bringing meaning and insights to the 
words of the participants involved (Anfara, Brown, & Mangione, 2002). 
Written survey data also were coded into the themes discovered during transcription 
of the interviews. These responses also were re-sorted at least twice and finally tallied into 
response categories. For example, for the question, "How will you use the data from this 
screening process?," several themes were coded, including: preparation for the coming 
school year, identification of need, patterns, grouping, justification of services, and school-
wide. In the end, these were combined into categories of identification of need, school-wide, 
instructional groups, and justification. 
Finally, upon writing the results section, the content was sorted again, first by survey 
question and then by theme. During this process some themes came to the forefront as 
relevant and important as they related to how the data were used or could be used then other 
comments. Other themes, including some seen initially as important, were dismissed as 
irrelevant to larger data patterns or as unclear patterns not supported by the whole of 
interview or survey data. For example, a couple of comments were made about the changing 
community and its impact on behavior. This appeared to be a very important point at first 
read, but after reading the comments in context several times and comparing to the dialogue 
presented in all three schools, it was clear that this was not a theme or consistency that 
answered a research question posed by this study. 
Finally, a peer review was conducted by a colleague, knowledgeable about 
psychology, education, individual assessment, group assessment, and positive behavioral 
supports was provided the focus group transcripts, final coding sheets, and a draft of the 
results section. The coder read all and made comments. The researcher then either adjusted 
the results to this input or indicated the difference of opinion in the appropriate section. 
Threats to Validity 
In this study there are potential threats to validity. The first is that to use the data 
within the school-wide model, participants had to be instructed how to use data to sort 
students with need into levels of intervention: primary, secondary, and tertiary using the 
cutscores developed by Pierson (2003). While necessary to see how educators would use 
S WEB S data within this model, it may have negated other creative uses of the data by 
educators that would have been outside the instructed model. Second, the researcher was the 
trainer of this model and participated and coached teachers in its application during their data 
meetings and during focus group/interviews. Thus, the danger exists that the researcher may 
have imposed his will or interpretations on the group, or participants may have attempted to 
please the researcher by offering up comments that fit the model taught by the researcher and 
may have not felt completely free to express non-agreement. 
Bogdan and Biklen (2003) assert that when in the participant observer role, it is 
appropriate to adjust behavior to the research task and assume a role that advances the 
objective goals of the research to collect data. Field work roles and interpretation of data 
from the field must involve an understanding of the context of the setting and culture, as well 
as the researcher's own personal characteristics and status that might affect fieldwork. The 
researcher tried not to assert one particular view or to reinforce any particular type of 
participant comment during fieldwork; nonetheless, the threat does exist of researchers' 
influences on participants and on interpretation of data. Taylor and Bogdan (1998) state that 
awareness of one's own perspective and honesty about where one stands when research 
findings are reported is more important than neutrality. Creswell and Miller (2000) identified 
nine verification procedures to verify the validity of qualitative findings, of which at least 
two are recommended for any given study (Creswell, 1998): (a) triangulation, (b) 
discontinuing evidence, (c) researcher reflexivity, (d) member checking, (e) prolonged 
engagement in the field, (f) collaboration, (g) the audit trail, (h) thick, rich description, and (i) 
peer debriefing. In this study, interviews and surveys were used as sources for triangulation, 
the bias of the researcher was identified in this text (reflexivity), some initial themes were 
disconfirmed by lack of evidence of complete patterns, at times thick description was used in 
the results section, and a peer reviewer, independent of this dissertation, was used, all to 
verify validity. Member checks were attempted by asking the three building principals 
involved to react to drafts of the results and discussion sections of this document. 
Unfortunately, member checks from principals were not obtained, as their participation in the 
member check was voluntary and was sought during the final weeks of the school year, 
which is a very busy time for elementary principals. 
Student participation rates were not 100% due to requirements for parental consent 
and student assent. The participation rate overall was 58.9% of the student population, 
ranging from 39.5% in one building to 73.6% in another. Thus, data presented to the data 
teams were not representative of the entire student body. Teachers were instructed to imagine 
that the results reflected the entire school to study how they might use the data. This 
extrapolation by the educators on the data teams was a threat to validity, though necessary in 
the absence of 100% student participation. Thus survey and interview data are reflections of 
how staff reported they would anticipate using such data and not a direct measure of how 
data were used. 
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RESULTS 
Reliability of Test Items 
Table 18 shows the test-retest reliability and interrater reliability of each item, 
determined in Pierson (2003). Interrater reliability was determined in this study. Table 18 
also provides a comparison of interrater reliability when students were rated by persons in a 
variety of staff positions, including associates, behavioral interventionists, classroom 
teachers, art teachers, music teachers, and physical education teachers, resulting in 21 raters 
of 147 students (169 students when case weighting was applied). When only classroom 
teachers rated students, there were 11 raters and 41 students (case weighted). For this 
dissertation, correlations of less than |.2| are considered poor or weak, correlations between 
|.2| and |.5| are considered medium or moderate, while correlations between |.8| and |1.0| are 
considered large or strong (Sheskin, 2000). Test items with poor interrater reliability (a 
correlation of less than 0.2 in absolute value) were eliminated, as well as items that had poor 
correlation (less than 0.2 in absolute value) to criterion validity sources (i.e., number of IEP 
goals, ITBS scores, discipline referrals, etc.). See Table 19 for criterion validity of each item. 
The result was elimination of items 4, 10,18,19, 28, and 29. Because items were eliminated, 
redoing the factor analysis became necessary. Factor analysis was conducted using raw data 
from Pierson (2003) because those data represented more schools and grade levels and did 
not have the selection bias problems associated with obtaining parent consent and student 
assent that were present in this study. 
Table 18: Reliability of Test Items 
Item Interrater 
Reliability 
of all Staff 
(21 Staff, 
169 students)3 
Interrater 
Reliability 
of classroom 
teachers 
(11 teachers, 
41 students)3 
Test-Retest 
Correlation b 
1. The student has difficulty following school rules. 0.633*** 0.502*** 0.759*** 
2. The student has few friends or weak social ties. 0.473*** 0.635*** 0.709*** 
3. The student has a peer group that makes poor choices. 0.642*** 0.828*** 0.615*** 
4. The student is suspected of gang membership or affiliation. 
(Eliminated) 
constant")" constant")" 0.799*** 
5. The student appears worried or anxious. 0.283*** 0.867*** 0.579*** 
6. The student is verbally aggressive toward peers or adults. 0.681*** 1.000*** 0.646*** 
7. Significant family stress reported by student or parent (financial, 
medical, conflict, death/loss). 
0.395*** 0.543*** 0.661*** 
8. The student has a poor attitude toward school. 0.348*** 0.231 0.673*** 
9. The student has poor academic performance. 0.362*** 0.426** 0.763*** 
10. The student steals or has been suspected of stealing. 
(Eliminated) 
-0.018 -0.039 0.702*** 
11. The student is dishonest, deceptive, or sneaky. 0.559*** 0.828*** 0.682*** 
12. The student has difficulty focusing, concentrating, or is 
distractible or inattentive. 
0.501*** 0.834*** 0.679*** 
13. The student appears angry. 0.514*** 0.724*** 0.604*** 
14. The student is physically aggressive toward peers or adults. 0.651*** 0.844*** 0.572*** 
15. The student exhibits sad or flat affect, depression, or 
feelings of worthlessness. 
0.511*** 0.617*** 0.580*** 
16. The student has poor social skills. 0.665*** 0.808*** 0.738*** 
17. The student is, or perceives self to be, a victim of 
harassment, persecution, or bullying by peers. 
0.260*** 0.448** 0.674*** 
18. The student has expressed violence in writing or drawings. 
(Eliminated) 
-0.009 Constant! 0.662*** 
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Item Interrater 
Reliability 
of all Staff 
(21 Staff, 
169 students)8 
Interrater 
Reliability 
of classroom 
teachers 
(11 teachers, 
41 students)a 
Test-Retest 
Correlation b 
19. The student expresses feelings of isolation, being alone, 
or rejection. (Eliminated) 
0.106 Constant! 0.618*** 
20. The student does not express feelings or does not express 
feelings appropriately. 
0.341*** 0.476** 0.514*** 
21. The student has difficulty completing large projects or 
long-term goals. 
0.370*** 0.378** 0.608*** 
22. The student makes threats of violence. 1.000*** 1.000*** 0.630*** 
23. The student bullies others. 0.690*** 0.844*** 0.690*** 
24. The student has difficulty adjusting to changes in routine or 
to transitions. 
0.335*** 0.429** 0.568*** 
25. The student has demonstrated intolerance for differences or 
prejudicial attitudes. 
0.382*** 0.554*** 0.632*** 
26. The student has expressed suicidal thoughts or has history of 
a suicide attempt. 
1.000*** 1.000*** 0.611*** 
27. The student is not considerate of others' feelings. 0.583*** 1.000*** 0.692*** 
28. The student makes frequent somatic complaints (aches, 
nausea, dizziness, headache, hot, cold, etc.). (Eliminated) 
0.195* -0.039 0.598*** 
29. The student does not use manners such as please and 
thank you. (Eliminated) 
0.031 constant! 0.799*** 
30. The student has poor organizational skills. 0.225** 0.206 0.672*** 
31. The student has poor work completion. 0.201** 0.308** 0.675*** 
32. The student does not express needs or does not express 
needs appropriately. 
0.308*** 1.000*** 0.603*** 
* p < .05 Kappa, ** p < .01 Kappa, *** p < .001 Kappa 
"Raw data from Pierson (2005) 
'Raw data from Pierson (2003) 
fConstant means no measures of association are computed for the cross tabulation of a variable. At 
least one variable in each 2-way table upon which measures of association for that variable were 
computed is a constant. 
Table 19: Correlations with Criterion Validity Sources (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2005) 
Acad. 
Goal 
Behav. 
Goal 
Comm. 
Goal 
Total 
Goals 
Refer-rals Sus-pend 43 RC 51 LT 54 MT 58 SC 
1. The student has difficulty following school rules. -0.158 0.442 
*** 
-0.268 
*** 
0.044 0.360 
#** 
0.353 
*** 
-0.138 
** 
-0.116 
* 
-0.132 
** 
-0.092 
2. The student has few friends or weak social ties. -0.096 0.613 
*** 
0.015 0.234 
* 
0.233 
*** 
0.226 
*** 
-0.187 
#*# 
-0.218 
*** 
-0.196 
*** 
-0.124 
## 
3. The student has peer group that makes poor choices. -0.142 0.604 
*** 
-0.279 
*** 
0.183 0.312 
*** 
0.308 
*** 
-0.126 
** 
-0.145 
** 
-0.173 
** 
-0.144 
* 
4. The student is suspected of gang membership 
or affiliation. 
5. The student appears worried or anxious. 0.032 0.415 
*** 
-0.299 
*** 
0.219 
* 
0.151 
* 
0.151 
* 
-0.171 
#*# 
-0.177 
*** 
-0.192 
*** 
-0.065 
6. The student is verbally aggressive toward peers or adults. -0.132 0.509 
*** 
-0.207 
** 
0.150 0.116 0.111 -0.045 -0.047 -0.090 -0.047 
7. Significant family stress reported by student or 
parent (financial, medical, conflict, death/loss). 
-0.004 0.463 
##* 
-0.279 
*** 
0.169 0.203 
*** 
0.198 
*** 
-0.161 
*** 
-0.235 
*** 
-0.168 
*** 
0.110 
* 
8. The student has a poor attitude toward school. 0.075 0.016 -0.095b 0.050 0.265 
*•* 
0.244 
#*# 
-0.049 -0.077 0.048 0.027 
9. The student has poor academic performance. 0.049 0.110 -0.013 0.152 0.223 
*** 
0.215 
*#* 
-0.309 
*** 
-0.309 
*** 
-0.310 
*** 
-0.248 
*** 
10. The student steals or has been suspected of stealing. -0.064 0.200 -0.112 0.051 0.034 0.036 -0.159 
*** 
-0.171 
** 
-0.118 
* 
-0.130 
** 
11. The student is dishonest, deceptive, or sneaky. -0.115 0.384 
** 
-0.248 
*** 
0.126 0.112 0.111 -0.118 
* 
-0.200 
#** 
-0.164 
*** 
-0.093 
12. The student has difficulty focusing, concentrating, or is 
distractible or inattentive. 
-0.028 0.231 
* 
-0.329 
** 
0.102 0.297 
*** 
0.293 
*** 
-0.182 
*** 
-0.207 
*** 
-0.173 
*** 
-0.115 
* 
13. The student appears angry. -0.193 0.562 
*** 
-0.185 
** 
0.086 0.236 
*** 
0.228 
#** 
-0.105 
* 
-0.124 
* 
-0.132 
** 
-0.078 
8 
Acad. 
Goal 
Behav. 
Goal 
Comm. 
Goal 
Total 
Goals 
Refer-rals Sus-pend 43 RC 51 LT 54 MT 58 SC 
14. The student is physically aggressive 
toward peers or adults. 
-0.143 0.634 
**# 
-0.207 
** 
0.136 0.151 
* 
0.145 
* 
-0.200 
*** 
-0.184 
*** 
-0.214 
*** 
-0.165 
*** 
15. The student exhibits sad or flat affect, depression, 
or feelings of worthlessness. 
-0.074 0.540 
**# 
-0.197 
* 
0.146 0.250 
*** 
0.249 
*#* 
-0.207 
**# 
-0.233 
*** 
-0.197 
#** 
-0.136 
** 
16. The student has poor social skills. 0.168 0.280 
* 
0.007 0.275 
** 
0.168 
** 
0.163 
** 
-0.259 
*#* 
-0.233 
*** 
-0.270 
**# 
-0.204 
*** 
17. The student is, or perceives self to be, a victim 
of harassment, persecution, or bullying by peers. 
-0.324 
** 
0.300 
* 
-0.152 
* 
-0.185 0.195 
*#* 
0.176 
#* 
-0.017 -0.017 -0.020 0.011 
18. The student has expressed violence in writing or 
drawings. 
-0.163 0.114 -0.055 -0.132 0.095 0.088 0.007 -0.035 -0.001 -0.002 
19. The student expresses feelings of isolation, being alone, 
or rejection. 
-0.177 0.505 
*** 
-0.175 
#* 
0.027 0.291 
*** 
0.278 
*** 
-0.069 -0.097 -0.090 -0.060 
20. The student does not express feelings or does not 
express feelings appropriately. 
-0.007 0.280* -0.238 
#** 
0.090 0.139 
* 
0.135 
* 
-0.234 
*** 
-0.242 
*** 
-0.216 
*** 
-0.173 
*** 
21. The student has difficulty completing large projects 
or long-term goals. 
0.073 0.405 
*** 
-0.285 
** 
0.225 
* 
0.211 
*** 
0.202 
s|s sjc ifc 
-0.164 
*** 
-0.210 
*** 
-0.144 
** 
-0.108 
* 
22. The student makes threats of violence. 0.150 0.395 
* 
-0.112 0.314 
* 
0.010 0.011 -0.170 
**# 
-0.160 
** 
-0.175 
*#* 
-0.163 
*** 
23. The student bullies others. 0.011 0.238 -0.175 
** 
0.074 0.140 
* 
0.142 
* 
-0.130 
** 
-0.107 
* 
-0151 
*** 
-0.135 
** 
24. The student has difficulty adjusting to changes 
in routine or to transitions. 
-0.010 0.527 
*** 
0.161 0.347 
*** 
0.076 0.079 -0.160 
*** 
-0.176 
*** 
-0.185 
#** 
-0.121 
* 
25. The student has demonstrated intolerance for 
differences or prejudicial attitudes. 
0.150 0.395 
* 
-0.112 0.314 
* 
0.061 0.062 -0.158 
*** 
-0.154 
#* 
-0.132 
** 
-0.160 
*** 
26. The student has expressed suicidal thoughts or has 
history of a suicide attempt. 
-0.014 0.355 
* 
-0.122 0.152 -0.058 -0.058 -0.144 
** 
-0.167 
** 
-0.142 
** 
-0.142 
*# 
27. The student is not considerate of others' feelings. -0.122 0.314 
* 
-0.152 
* 
-0.039 0.087 0.085 -0.061 -0.043 -0.074 -0.040 
O n  
u> 
Acad. 
Goal 
Behav. 
Goal 
Comm. 
Goal 
Total 
Goals 
Refer-rals Sus-pend 43 RC 51 LT 54 MT 58 SC 
28. The student makes frequent somatic complaints 
(aches, nausea, dizziness, headache, hot, cold, etc.). 
-0.073 -0.026 -0.164** -0.106 0.082 0.077 -0.080 -0.099 -0.102 
* 
-0.051 
29. The student does not use manners such as "please" and 
"thank you." 
0.045 -0.083 -0.055 -0.011 -0.036 -0.036 
30. The student has poor organizational skills. -0.033 0.225 
* 
-0.137 0.136 0.226 
*** 
0.224 
*** 
-0.138 
** 
-0.262 
*** 
-0.130 
** 
-0.054 
31. The student has poor work completion. -0.023 -0.010 -0.248 
*** 
-0.068 0.235 
*** 
0.226 
*•* 
-0.061 -0.094 -0.032 -0.004 
32. The student does not express needs or does not 
express needs appropriately. 
-0.147 0.378** -0.181 0.064 0.026 0.027 -0.213 
*** 
-0.209 
*** 
-0.211 
*** 
-0.173 
*** 
* p < .05 
** p< .01 
***p<, 001 
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Factor Analysis 
A factor analysis was performed using raw data from Pierson (2003). The extraction 
method used was maximum likelihood, and the rotation method used was varimax with 
Kaiser normalization. Using SPSS without limiting the number of factors resulted in a six-
factor solution that was not interprétable with a priori expectations. SPSS with maximum 
likelihood extraction and varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization were used while forcing 
to 2-, 3-, 4-, and 5-factor solutions. The 3-factor solution was most consistent with a priori 
expectations, and the solution was deemed to be best-suited for providing a useful and 
interpretative look at student functioning when used in a school setting. The Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .873, while the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 
significant (p < .001), as was the goodness-of-fit test. The rotation converged in 7 iterations. 
Factor 1 had a rotation sum of squared loading of 3.262, and accounted for 12.548% of the 
variance among these items. Factor 2 had a rotation sum of squared loading of 2.838, and 
accounted for 10.914% of the variance. Factor 3 had a rotation sum of squared loading of 
2.562, and accounted for 9.853% of the variance. Factors 1, 2, and 3 together accounted for 
33.315% of the variance. Table 20 shows the rotated component matrix. 
Table 21 details the reliability and internal consistency of the 3-factor solution. In this 
study the item total resulted in strong test-retest reliability (determined from raw data 
collected in Pierson (2003)) internal consistency, and interrater reliability when classroom 
teachers rated students. The conduct factor has strong test-retest reliability, internal 
consistency, and interrater reliability. The social emotional factor has strong test-retest 
reliability, internal consistency, and interrater reliability (when rated by classroom teachers 
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versus all staff). The academic survival skills factor has strong test-retest reliability and 
internal consistency, with moderate interrater reliability. 
Table 20: Rotated Component Matrix of the 3-Factor Solution (Raw Data Source 
Pierson, 2003) 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 
6. The student is verbally aggressive toward peers or adults. .649 .183 4.054E-02 
27. The student is not considerate of others' feelings. .627 .139 1.187E-02 
1. The student has difficulty following school rules. .620 .187 .199 
23. The student bullies others. .568 8.079E-02 9.342E-02 
11. The student is dishonest, deceptive, or sneaky. .544 6.163E-02 .175 
14. The student is physically aggressive toward peers or adults. .467 .129 .140 
13. The student appears angry. .447 .379 8.419E-02 
22. The student makes threats of violence. .446 5.113E-02 9.228E-02 
3. The student has peer group that makes poor choices. .375 3.800E-02 .247 
25. The student has demonstrated intolerance for differences .268 -1.164E-02 5.330E-02 
or prejudicial attitudes. 
2. The student has few friends or weak social ties. 9.664E-02 .624 .206 
16. The student has poor social skills. .345 .602 6.156E-02 
20. The student does not express feelings or does not .214 .528 3.528E-02 
express feelings appropriately. 
32. The student does not express needs or does not .228 .513 .149 
express needs appropriately. 
24. The student has difficulty adjusting to changes in routine .228 .476 .231 
or to transitions. 
17. The student is, or perceives self to be, a victim of 2.956E-02 .465 3.380E-02 
harassment, persecution, or bullying by peers. 
5. The student appears worried or anxious. -4.593E-03 .438 .167 
15. The student exhibits sad or flat affect, depression, or 4.295E-02 .359 .187 
feelings of worthlessness. 
26. The student has expressed suicidal thoughts or has history -3.831E-02 .330 .126 
of a suicide attempt. 
31. The student has poor work completion. .174 5.502E-02 .691 
21. The student has difficulty completing large projects or 1.364E-03 .240 .654 
long-term goals. 
9. The student has poor academic performance. .140 .280 .598 
30. The student has poor organizational skills. .287 .218 .588 
12. The student has difficulty focusing, concentrating, or is .259 .222 .564 
distractible or inattentive. 
8. The student has a poor attitude toward school. .331 .294 .402 
7. Significant family stress reported by student or parent .155 .296 .301 
(financial, medical, conflict, death/loss). 
Table 22 details the correlation between the factors and the total of the 26 items. All 
factors have a moderate correlation with each other and a strong correlation with the total. 
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Table 21: Reliability and Internal Consistency of 3-Factor Solution 
Test/Retest Interrater Reliability Interrater Internal Rotation Sum 
Reliability when rated by Reliability Consistency of Squared 
aT
 ll 1 all staff when rated by (Cronbach Loadings* 
(Staff =21 classroom teachers Alpha)6 
Students = 169)" (Teachers = 11 
Students = 41)" 
Conduct .873** .817** .943* .8709** 3.262 
Social .854** .715** .909* .8270** 2.838 
Academic .887** .580** .788* .8286** 2.562 
Total (26 items) .921** .789** .939* .9202** — 
* Pearson's r all significant at the p < .01 level two-tailed 
••Pearson's r significant at thep < .001 level two tailed 
"Raw data from Pierson (2005) 
*Raw data from Pierson (2003) 
Table 22: Correlations between Factors of the 3-Factor Solution (Raw Data Source 
Pierson, 2003) 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Total 
n = 590 Conduct Social Academic 26 items 
Factor 1 Conduct 1.000 
Factor 2 Social .632 1.000 
Factor 3 Academic .528 .683 1.000 
Total (26 items) .837 .894 .855 1.000 
* Pearson's r all significant (p < .001) 
Table 23 details communalities, reliability, and internal consistency for Factor 1 
(Conduct). There were strong (.8 to 1) internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and 
interrater reliability for the factor. The eigenvalue (Rotation Sum of Squared Loadings) of 
3.262 exceeds Kaiser's criterion of 1.0. The factor communalities ranged from .075 to .458. 
There was moderate test-retest reliability for individual items. Most individual items had 
strong (.8 to 1) interrater reliability when rated by classroom teachers, with moderate 
interrater reliability for 3 items (The student appears angry, The student has difficulty 
following school rules; and The student has demonstrated intolerance for differences or 
prejudicial attitudes). 
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Table 23: Details of Factor 1: Conduct 
Ten Items Compo­ Communal­ Interrater Interrater Test-Retest 
Internal Consistency: .8709* nent ities6 Reliability Reliability Reliability 
Test-retest reliability: ,8736 Loading6 with all with (Kappa) 
Interrater reliability (all staff): .817" staff rating classroom 
Interrater reliability (classroom teachers): .943" (Kappa)" teachers 
Rotation Sum of Squared Loadings: 3.262* rating 
(Kappa)" 
6. The student is verbally aggressive toward .649 .456 .681 1.000 .646 
peers or adults. *** *** *** 
27. The student is not considerate of other's .627 .413 .583 1.000 .692 
feelings. *** *** *** 
1. The student has difficulty following school .620 .458 .633 .502 .759 
*** *** *** 
rules. 
23. The student bullies others. .568 .338 .690 .844 .690 
*** *** *** 
11. The student is dishonest, deceptive, .544 .330 .559 .828 .682 
or sneaky. *** *** *** 
14. The student is physically aggressive .467 .255 .651 .844 .572 
toward peers or adults. *** *** *** 
13. The student appears angry. .447 .350 .514 .724 .604 
•** *** *** 
22. The student makes threats of violence. .446 .210 1.000 1.000 .630 
*** *** *** 
3. The student has peer group that .375 .203 .642 .828 .615 
*** *** *** 
makes poor choices. 
25. The student has demonstrated intolerance .268 .075 .382 .554 .632 
for differences or prejudicial attitudes. *** *** *** 
* p < .05 (Kappa) 
** p < .01 (Kappa) 
*** p < ooi (Kappa) 
"Raw data from Pierson (2005) 
sRaw data from Pierson (2003) 
Table 24 details the correlations of the items within Factor 1 (Conduct). Verbal 
aggression had moderate (.5 to .8) correlations with threats of violence. Most other items had 
small correlations (2. to .5), with the exception of displays of prejudicial attitudes, which had 
weak (less than .2) correlations with most other items. However, displays of prejudicial 
attitudes and lack of considering others' feelings had small (.2 to .5) correlations. 
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Table 24: Correlations of Items within Factor One: Conduct (TV = 675) (Raw Data 
Source Pierson, 2003) 
Item 6 27 1 23 11 14 13 22 3 25 
Verb. Consider Follow Bullies Sneaky Physical Appears Threaten Bad Pre­
Aggress. Feelings Rules Aggress. Angry Violence Peer 
Group 
judge 
6 1.000 
Verb. 
Aggress. 
27 .402 1.000 
Consider * * *  
Feelings 
1 .421 .455 1.000 
Follow * * #  * * *  
Rules 
23 .451 .368 .294 1.000 
Bullies * * *  * * *  # * *  
11 .331 .409 .427 .327 1.000 
Sneaky * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  
14 .413 .176 .292 .369 .309 1.000 
Physical * * *  * * *  * * *  * # *  # * *  
Aggress 
13 .395 .268 .387 .309 .165 .348 1.000 
Appears *** * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  
Angry 
22 .634 .173 .263 .325 .244 .403 .251 1.000 
Threaten * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  
Violence 
3 .237 .248 .337 .234 .350 .157 .192 .196 1.000 
BadPeer * * *  * * *  # * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  
Group 
25 .132 .355 .181 .120 .079 .096 .063 .139 .053 1.000 
Prejudge * * *  * * *  * * *  * *  *  *  * # #  
*p < .05; * * / 7 <  .01; ***/>< .001 
Table 25 details Factor 2 (Social Emotional Needs) for communalities, reliability, and 
internal consistency. There were strong (.8 to 1) internal consistency, test-retest reliability, 
and interrater reliability when students were rated by classroom teachers. There was 
moderate (.5 to .8) interrater reliability when all staff rated students. In addition, the 
eigenvalue (rotation sums of squared loadings) was 2.838, which exceeds Kaiser's criterion 
of 1.0. The communalities ranged from .126 to .485. All of the individual items had moderate 
(.5 to .8) test-retest reliability. Four individual items had strong (.8 to 1) interrater reliability 
when rated by classroom teachers, while 2 had moderate (.5 to .8), and 3 had small (.2 to .5) 
interrater reliabilities when rated by classroom teachers. 
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Table 25: Details of Factor 2: Social Emotional Needs 
Nine Items Compo­ Communal­ Interrater Interrater Test-Retest 
Internal Consistency: .8270* nent ities Reliability Reliability w/ Reliability 
Test-retest reliability: .854* Loading* (Extraction)* w/ all staff all classroom (Kappa) 
Interrater reliability (all staff): .715" rating teachers 
Interrater reliability (classroom teachers): .909" (Kappa)" rating 
Rotation Sum of Squared Loadings: 2.838 * (Kappa)" 
2. The student has few friends or weak social .624 .441 .473 .635 .709 
ties. *** *** *** 
16. The student has poor social skills. .602 .485 .665 .808 .738 
*** *** *** 
20. The student does not express feelings or .528 .326 .341 .476 .514 
does not express feelings appropriately. *** ** *** 
32. The student does not express needs or does .513 .337 .308 1.000 .603 
not express needs appropriately. *** *** *** 
24. The student has difficulty adjusting to .476 .331 .335 .429 .568 
changes in routine or to transitions. *** ** *** 
17. The student is, or perceives self to be, a .465 .219 .260 .448 .674 
victim of harassment, persecution, or bullying *** ** *** 
by peers. 
5. The student is worrisome or anxious. .438 .220 .283 .867 .579 
*** *** *** 
15. The student exhibits sad or flat affect, .359 .166 .511 .617 .508 
depression or feelings of worthlessness. *** *** *** 
26. The student has expressed suicidal thoughts .330 .126 1.000 1.000 .611 
or has history of a suicide attempt. *** *** *** 
* p <.05 Kappa; ** p < .01 Kappa; *** p <001 Kappa 
"Raw data from Pierson (2005) 
*Raw data from Pierson (2003) 
Table 26 details the correlations of the items within Factor 2 (Social Emotional 
Needs). All items had significant correlations with each other. Small (.2 to .5) correlations 
existed for most variables, for example, between few friends and social skills, social skills 
and expressing feelings, and expressing feelings and expressing needs. Weak (0 to .2) 
correlations existed between suicidal ideation and items such as social skills, expressing 
feelings, having difficulty with change, and victimization. Weak correlations (0 to .2) also 
existed between appears sad and social skills, victim, and worries. 
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Table 26: Correlations of Items within Factor 2: Social Emotional Needs (N = 675; Raw 
Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
2 16 20 32 24 17 5 15 26 
Few Social Express Express Difficultly Victim Worries Appears Suicidal 
Friends Skills Feelings Needs Changes Sad Ideation 
2 1.000 
Few Friends 
16 .472 1.000 
Social Skills * * *  
20 .336 .436 1.000 
Express Feelings * * *  * * *  
32 .331 .394 .403 1.000 
Express Needs * * *  *** * * *  
24 .310 .382 .283 .330 1.000 
Difficultly Changes * * #  *** *** * # *  
17 .377 .294 .192 .195 .245 1.000 
Victim * * *  * * *  *** * * *  * * *  
5 .278 .246 .159 .244 .336 .208 1.000 
Worries * * #  * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  * * *  
15 .269 .174 .238 .138 .317 .158 .198 1.000 
Appears Sad * * *  *** * * *  •** * * *  * * *  * * *  
26 .203 .115 .174 .271 .143 .191 .269 .234 1.000 
Suicidal Ideation # * #  * #  * * *  * # *  *** # * *  * * *  * * *  
* p < .05; ** p< .01; *** p< .001 
Table 27 details Factor 3 (Academic Survival Skills) for communalities, reliability, 
and internal consistency. All individual items had moderate (.5 to .8) test-retest reliability. 
There was strong (.8 to 1) interrater reliability for "The student has difficulty focusing, 
concentrating, or is distractible or inattentive" when students were rated by classroom 
teachers. There was moderate (.5 to .8) interrater reliability for family stress, while all other 
items had small (.2 to .5) interrater reliability. The eigenvalue (rotation sums of the squared 
loadings) was 2.562, which exceeds Kaiser's criterion of 1.0. The communalities range from 
.202 to .511. 
Table 28 details the correlations of the items within Factor 3 (School Survival Skills). 
All items had significant correlations with each other. Moderate (.5 to .8) correlations existed 
for work completion and organization and completing large projects and poor academic 
performance. Small (.2 to .5) correlations existed for all other variables, for example, 
difficulties completing large projects with items such as focus, school attitude, and 
organization. Poor academic performance also had a small (.2 to .5) correlation with 
organization, family stress, focus, and attitude toward school. Organization and focus had 
small (.2 to .5) correlations with the other variables. 
Table 27: Details of Factor 3: Academic Survival Skills 
Seven Items 
Internal Consistency: .8286* 
Test-retest reliability: .887* 
Interrater reliability (all staff): .580" 
Interrater reliability (classroom teachers): .778" 
Rotation Sum of Squared Loadings: 2.562* 
Compo­
nent 
Loading* 
Communal­
ities 
(Extraction) * 
Interrater 
Reliability 
w/ 
all staff 
rating 
(Kappa)" 
Interrater 
Reliability 
w/ classroom 
teachers 
rating 
(Kappa)" 
Test-Retest 
Reliability 
(Kappa) 
31. The student has poor work completion. .691 .511 .201 
** 
.308 
** 
.675 
*** 
21. The student has difficulty completing large 
projects or long-term goals. 
9. The student has poor academic performance. 
.654 
.598 
.484 
.456 
.370 
*** 
.362 
*** 
.378 
** 
.426 
** 
.608 
*** 
.763 
*** 
30. The student has poor organizational skills. .588 .476 .225 
** 
.206 .672 
12. The student has difficulty focusing, 
concentrating, or is distractible, or inattentive. 
8. The student has a poor attitude toward school. 
.564 
.402 
.435 
.358 
.501 
*** 
.348 
*** 
.834 
*** 
.231 
.679 
*** 
.673 
7. Significant family stress reported by student or 
parent (financial, medical, conflict, death/loss). 
.301 .202 .395 
*** 
.543 
*** 
.661 
*** 
* p < .  05 Kappa;** p <  .01 Kappa;*** p < .001 Kappa 
"Raw data from Pierson (2005) 
'Raw data from Pierson (2003) 
Table 28: Correlations of Items within Factor 3: School Survival Skills (n = 675; raw 
data source Pierson, 2003) 
31 21 9 30 12 8 7 
Work 
Completion. 
Complete 
Large 
Projects 
Poor 
Academic 
Performance 
Organization Focus School 
Attitude 
Family 
Stress 
31 Work Completion 1.000 
21 Complete Large Projects .468 1.000 
*** 
9 Poor Academic Performance .415 .504 1.000 
*** *** 
30 Organization .523 .362 .470 1.000 
*** *** *** 
12 Focus .476 .442 .368 .468 1.000 
*** *** *** *** 
8 School Attitude .353 .337 .436 .389 .316 1.000 
*** *** *** *** *** 
7 Family Stress .272 .278 .254 .276 .252 .233 1.000 
*** *** *** *** *** *** 
* p< .05; ** p< .01; *** p < .001 
Table 29 details the correlation of discipline in school with the three factors and item 
total. School One and School Three were excluded from this analysis, as they did not track 
discipline referrals through the database available to the researcher. Small (.2 to .5) 
significant and positive correlations exist for referrals to the office with the conduct factor, 
academic survival skills factor, and item total. There was also a small (.2 to .5) significant 
and positive correlation between the conduct factor and suspensions from school. There were 
weak (0 to .2) but significant positive correlations of the social factor to referrals, and weak 
(0 to .2) but significant positive correlations of the academic survival skills factor to 
suspensions. A weak (0 to .2) but significant positive correlation also existed between 
suspensions and item total. 
Table 29: Correlations of Factors to Discipline (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2005) 
Factor 1 Conduct Factor 2 Factor 3 Academic Total 
« = 262 Social 26 items 
Referrals 0.259*** 0.134* 0.201*** 0.228*** 
Suspensions 0.240*** 0.107 0.153* 0.193** 
*p < .05; ** p < .01; ***/?< .001 
Table 30 details the correlations of the factors with variables measuring school 
attendance. The attendance variable that controls best for situations of move-ins or move-
outs is "%Present," which is a percentage of the number of days attended divided by the sum 
of days present plus days absent. There were negative, weak (0 to |.2|) but significant, 
correlations of the percentage of days attended with all of the factors and item total. 
Table 30: Correlations of Factors to Attendance (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2005) 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Total 
n = 590 Conduct Social Academic 26 items 
Absences 0.075 0.094* 0.114** 0.109** 
Days Present -0.042 -0.094* -0.031 -0.064 
% Present -0.091* -0.133*** -0.139*** -0.140*** 
Tardies 0.100* 0.093* 0.110** 0.117** 
*p < .05 **;p< .01; 001 
Table 31 details the correlations between factor scores and ITBS scores. All 
correlations between ITBS and factor/total scores were significant, negative relationships. In 
other words, if the S WEB S score were higher, indicating more behavioral concerns, the ITBS 
scores tended to be lower. The item total had a small (|.2| to |.5|) negative correlation with the 
ITBS Language Total, Reading Comprehension, and Math Total scores, while having weak 
(0 to |.2|) negative correlation with the Science score. The social emotional needs factor had 
the strongest negative correlations with ITBS scores, including small (|.2| to |.5|) negative 
correlation with the Language Total, Reading Comprehension, Math Total, and Science 
scores. The academic survival skill factor had a small (|.2| to |.5|) negative correlation with 
Reading Comprehension, Language Total, and Math Total, and a weak (0 to |.2|) negative 
correlation with Science. Finally, the Conduct Factor had a small (|.2| to |.5|) negative 
correlation with Reading Comprehension, Language Total, and Math Total, and a weak (0 to 
|.2|) negative correlation with Science. 
Table 31: Correlations of Factors with ITBS Scores (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2005) 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Total 
Conduct Social Academic 26 items 
ITBS Reading -0.205*** -0.358*** -0.284*** -0.315*** 
Comprehension 
« = 301 
ITBS Lang. Total -0.272*** -0.412*** -0.392*** -0.400*** 
« = 227 
ITBS Math Total -0.206*** -0.326*** -0.232*** -0.286*** 
n = 303 
ITBS Science -0.145* -0.218*** -0.133* -0.185*** 
M = 302 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
Table 32 details the correlations of factors and item total to the number of special 
education goals of special education students. Moderate (.5 to .8) positive and significant 
correlations existed between the number of behaviorally-related IEP goals and item total, 
social emotional needs, and conduct. A small (.2 to .5) positive and significant correlation 
existed between the number of behaviorally-related IEP goals and the academic survival 
skills factor. Small (.2 to .5) significant and positive correlations existed between total goals 
and the conduct and social emotional needs factors. No significant correlations existed 
between the number of Academic goals and any factor or total. Small (.2 to .5) significant 
and negative correlations existed between the number of communication goals and the 
conduct factor, as well as the academic survival skills factor. 
Table 32: Correlations of Factors and Total with Number of Special Education Goals 
(Raw Data Source Pierson, 2005) 
n - 69 
Factor 1 
Conduct 
Factor 2 
Social 
Factor 3 
Academic 
Total 
26 items 
# Academic Goals 
#Behavior Goals 
Communication Goals 
-0.132 
0.701*** 
-0.248* 
-0.078 
0.637*** 
-0.134 
0.023 
0.395*** 
-0.244* 
-0.077 
0.675*** 
0.051 
Total # of Goals 0.238* 0.289* 0.169 0.025 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
Mean Differences 
Table 33 details the difference in factor and item total means by educational 
programming. With the exception of the Conduct factor, the factors and the item total 
consistently showed significant mean differences among students in the general education, 
at-risk, and special education programs. 
The general education students as a whole had lower mean scores then did the at-risk 
students, who in turn had lower scores than did the special education students. While a 
similar mean difference pattern existed for the Conduct factor, the difference between 
general education and at-risk students was not significant, while the difference between the 
at-risk and special education students was significant. 
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Table 33: Difference in Means by Educational Program (Raw Data Source Pierson 
2005) 
Factor General Education 
Mean 
(« = 428) 
At-risk 
Mean 
(« = 90) 
Special Education 
Mean 
(" = 72) 
Is the difference 
Significant? 
Conduct 0.39 0.47 — No 
0.47 1.55 Yes** 
0.39 — 1.55 Yes*** 
Social 0.27 0.96 — Yes*** 
0.96 2.57 Yes*** 
0.27 — 2.57 Yes*** 
Academic 0.38 1.39 — Yes*** 
1.39 2.32 Yes*** 
0.38 2.32 Yes** 
SWEBS Total 1.04 4.19 — Yes*** 
— 4.19 6.34 Yes*** 
1.04 — 6.34 Yes*** 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
To determine if separate norms for males and females were warranted, an 
independent samples /-test was performed. Significant differences were found between males 
and females for total score, conduct, social emotional needs, and academic needs (see Table 
34 for details about the mean differences). 
Next, a one-way ANOVA was performed on four different groups of males to 
determine if grade levels warranted separate norms. For all norm groups concerning all totals 
and factors, no significant mean differences were observed (see Tables 35, 36, 37, 38, and 
39). Therefore, the data suggest that separate normative tables were not warranted for the 
various grade group levels for males. 
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Table 34: Mean Differences between Male and Female S WEBS Scores (Raw Data 
Source Pierson, 2003) 
Gender N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Significance 
(two-tailed) 
Conduct M 341 0.9443 1.6942 .0918 .001 
F 334 0.2094 .8816 .0482 
Social M 341 0.9003 1.5743 .0854 .001 
F 334 0.3593 .9786 .0536 
Academic M 341 1.6129 2.0095 .1088 .001 
F 334 0.5958 1.2086 .0661 
Total M 341 3.4575 4.2993 .2328 .001 
F 334 1.2455 2.2540 .1233 
Table 35: Differences for Grade Level Grouping on the Social Emotional Needs Factor 
For Males (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives 
Males Social Emotional Needs 
ANOVA p = .772 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm 
Group 
H Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Lower 
Bound 
Uooer 
Bound 
Minimum Maximum 
1 103 0.8544 1.5492 .1527 .5516 1.1572 .00 7.00 
2 76 0.8158 1.6059 .1842 .4488 1.1828 .00 7.00 
3 95 0.8947 1.5401 .1580 .5810 1.2085 .00 8.00 
4 67 1.0746 1.6451 .2010 .6733 1.4759 .00 8.00 
Total 341 0.9003 1.5743 .0853 .7326 1.0680 .00 8.00 
Table 36: Differences by Grade Level Grouping and Conduct Factor (Raw Data Sourci 
Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives 
Males Conduct 
ANOVA p = 0.262 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm 
Group 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Minimum Maximum 
1 103 0.8835 1.6763 .1652 .5559 1.2111 .00 8.00 
2 76 0.6579 1.4005 .1606 .3379 0.9779 .00 8.00 
3 95 1.1053 1.7893 .1836 .7408 1.4698 .00 8.00 
4 67 1.1343 1.8659 .2280 .6792 1.589 .00 9.00 
Total 341 0.9443 1.6942 .0918 .7638 1.1247 .00 9.00 
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Table 37: Differences by Grade Level Grouping and Social and Emotional Needs Factor 
(Raw Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives 
Males Social Emotional Needs 
ANOVA p = .772 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm N Mean Std M Lower Upper Minimum Maximum 
Group Deviation Error Bound Bound 
1 103 0.8544 1.5492 .1527 .5516 1.1572 .00 7.00 
2 76 0.8158 1.6059 .1842 .4488 1.1828 .00 7.00 
3 95 0.8947 1.5401 .1580 .5810 1.2085 .00 8.00 
4 67 1.0746 1.6451 .2010 .6733 1.4759 .00 8.00 
Total 95 0.9003 1.5743 .0853 .7326 1.0680 .00 8.00 
Table 38: Differences by Grade Level Grouping and Academic Survival Skills Factor 
(Raw Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives 
Males Academic Survival Skills 
ANOVA p - .430 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm N Mean m Std. Lower Upper Minimum Maximum 
Group Deviation Error Bound Bound 
1 103 1.3786 1.8793 .1852 1.0114 1.7459 .00 7.00 
2 76 1.7105 2.0449 .2346 12432 2.1778 .00 7.00 
3 95 1.6000 2.1507 .2207 1.1619 2.0381 .00 7.00 
4 67 1.8806 1.9581 .2392 1.4030 2.3582 .00 6.00 
Total 341 1.6129 2.0095 .1088 1.3989 1.8269 .00 7.00 
Table 39: Differences by Grade Level Grouping and SWEBS Total (Raw Data Source 
Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives 
Males Total 
ANOVA p = .476 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm N Mean Std. Std. Lower Upper Minimum Maximum 
Grout) Deviation Error Bound Bound 
1 103 3.1165 4.2847 .4222 2.2791 3.9539 .00 19.00 
2 76 3.1842 4.1367 .4745 2.2389 4.1295 .00 17.00 
3 95 3.6000 4.3009 .4413 2.7239 4.4761 .00 20.00 
4 67 4.0896 4.5117 .5512 2.9891 5.1900 .00 19.00 
Total 341 3.4575 4.2993 .2328 2.9995 3.9154 .00 20.00 
Next, a one-way ANOVA model was estimated on four different groups of females to 
determine if grade levels warranted separate norms (see Table 40). For all norm groups 
concerning all totals and factors, no significant mean differences (see Table 42, Table 43, 
Table 44, and Table 45) were observed, with the exception of the Conduct factor (see Table 
40 and 41). 
Table 40: Differences for Grade Level Grouping on the Social Emotional Needs Factor 
For Females (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives 
Females Social and Emotional Needs 
ANOVA p = .387 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm N Mean Std. Std. Lower Upper Minimum Maximum 
Group Deviation Error Bound Bound 
1 100 .3000 0.6276 .0628 .1755 .4245 .00 3.00 
2 73 .5342 1.3237 .1549 .2254 .8431 .00 7.00 
3 89 .3034 0.8175 .0867 .1312 .4756 .00 5.00 
4 72 .3333 1.1383 .1342 .0658 .6008 .00 9.00 
Total 334 .3593 0.9786 .0536 .2540 .4646 .00 9.00 
Post-hoc comparisons calculated with the Tamhane multiple comparison procedure 
were conducted on the Conduct factor. A significant difference was found between grade 
group 1 (K-2) and grade group 4 (9-12) (see Table 40). While an argument could be made for 
separate norm groups for females by grade-level grouping, separate norms were not 
recommended, to facilitate a more straightforward and simplistic scoring and because the 
difference, while significant, was less than one full measurement unit. This may cause 
slightly more false positives relative to other norm groups, but it is better to overidentify 
when screening. 
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Table 41: Mean Differences on Conduct Factor for Females by Grade Grouping (Raw 
Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives: Females Conduct 
ANOVA p = 0.016 
Levene statistic p < .001 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm N Mean st<L 
1 ll 
Lower Uoner Minimum Maximum 
Group Deviation Error Bound Bound 
1 100 .4900 1.1934 .1193 .2532 .7268 .00 6.00 
2 73 .2740 0.8702 .1018 .0709 .4770 .00 5.00 
3 89 .2697 0.7193 .0762 .1181 .4212 .00 4.00 
4 72 .0556 0.3711 .0437 -.0316 .1428 .00 3.00 
Total 334 .2904 0.8816 .0482 .1955 .3853 .00 6.00 
Table 42: Post Hoc Comparisons of Mean Differences on Conduct Factor for Females 
by Grade Grouping (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Multiple Comparisons: Tamhane 
Dependent Variable: Conduct 
95% Confidence Interval 
(I) Norm 
Group (J) Norm Group 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
1 2 .2160 .1342 0.674 -.2016 .6336 
3 .2203 .1270 0.541 -.1568 .5974 
4 ,4344(*) .1347 0.005 .0946 .7743 
1 -.2160 .1342 0.674 -.6336 .2016 
2 3 .0431 .1377 1.000 -.3352 .3439 
4 .2184 .1448 0.272 -.0792 .5161 
1 -.2203 .1270 0.541 -.5974 .1568 
3 2 -.0431 .1377 1.000 -.3439 .3352 
4 .2141 .1382 0.093 -.0205 .4488 
1 -.4344(*) .1347 0.005 -.7743 -.0946 
4 2 -.2184 .1448 0.272 -.5161 .0792 
3 -.2141 .1382 0.093 -.4488 .0205 
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
Table 43: Mean Differences by Grade Level Grouping on Social Emotional Needs 
Factor for Females (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives: Females Social and Emotional Needs 
ANOVA p = .387 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm N Mean Std. Std. Lower Uoner Minimum Maximum 
Group Deviation Error Bound Bound 
1 100 .3000 0.6276 .0628 .1755 .4245 .00 3.00 
2 73 .5342 1.3237 .1549 .2254 .8431 .00 7.00 
3 89 .3034 0.8175 .0867 .1312 .4756 .00 5.00 
4 72 .3333 1.1383 .1342 .0658 .6008 .00 9.00 
Total 334 .3593 0.9786 .0536 .2540 .4646 .00 9.00 
Table 44: Mean Differences by Grade Level Grouping for Academic Survival Skills 
Factor for Females (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives 
Females Academic Survival Skills Factor 
ANOVA p = .612 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm N Mean Std. Std. Lower Upper Minimum Maximum 
Grouo Deviation Error Bound Bound 
1 100 .4700 1.0584 .1058 .2600 .6800 .00 6.00 
2 73 .5890 1.1406 .1335 .3229 .8552 .00 5.00 
3 89 .6854 1.4029 .1487 .3899 .9809 .00 6.00 
4 72 .6667 1.2219 .1440 .3795 .9538 .00 6.00 
Total 334 .5958 1.2086 .0661 .4657 .7259 .00 6.00 
Table 45: Mean Differences by Grade Level Grouping for Total Score for Females 
(Raw Data Source Pierson, 2003) 
Descriptives 
Females Total 
ANOVA p = .839 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Norm N Mean Std. Std. Lower Upper Minimum Maximum 
Group Deviation Error Bound Bound 
1 100 1.2600 2.2048 .2205 .8225 1.6975 .00 10.00 
2 73 1.3973 2.6127 .3058 .7877 2.0068 .00 11.00 
3 89 1.2584 2.1613 .2291 .8032 1.7137 .00 9.00 
4 72 1.0556 2.0685 .2438 .5695 1.5416 .00 15.00 
Total 334 1.2455 2.2540 .1233 1.0029 1.4881 .00 15.00 
Table 46 details the differences in factor and total scores for males and females as 
well as the effect size of gender. Gender had a fair effect size on factor and total scores, with 
males 1.8 to 2.5 times more likely to be endorsed by the teacher who has concern about the 
student. 
Table 46: Effect Size of Gender (Raw Data Source Pierson, 2005) 
Factor Gender N Mean 
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Std. Error Mean Significance Cohen's d Ratio 
Deviation Effect Size 
Conduct M 307 0.77 1.83 .10 p < .001 
F 283 0.31 1.09 6.48E-02 0.315068 2.483871 
Social M 307 0.83 1.66 9.49E-02 p = .003 
Emotional F 283 0.46 1.26 7.51E-02 0.253425 1.804348 
Academic M 307 1.04 1.70 9.73E-02 p < .001 
Survival Skills F 283 0.47 1.22 7.28E-02 0.390411 2.212766 
Total M 307 2.64 4.46 .25 p<.#% 
F 283 1.24 3.08 .18 0.371353 2.129032 
Table 60 (see Appendix I) contains percentile ranks of the factor and total scores by 
gender. These percentiles are based on raw data obtained in Pierson (2003) because those 
data represented a broader range of schools and data collection was exempt from needing 
parental consent. The percentile table is intended for use in establishing cut-scores. 
Surveys of Teachers and Focus Group Interviews 
Staff in each of the buildings were asked to volunteer to review the screening data 
and to participate in focus group interviews. In addition, all of the teachers who provided 
ratings were solicited to complete a Web-based follow-up survey that contained open-ended 
questions about their perceptions of the screening instrument and the screening process. The 
focus group interview questions and Web-based follow-up questions were aligned. The 
survey and interview responses were coded as described in the methods coding section, and 
pertinent results are shown in the following section organized by interview question. 
Effect of Consent and Assent Requirements on Student Representation in Data 
Due to the requirement for parental consent and student assent for this project, 
concerns were expressed repeatedly during the focus group interviews that many of their 
students were not represented in their data. Thus staff felt the results did not provide a truly 
representative school-wide picture of their building. One teacher said, "I think that the ones 
that you get back [consents] are from the parents of the kids that don't need intervention." 
Another added, "I don't even know how many of mine got home." A principal in one 
building advised her staff at the beginning of the meeting, "My first thought was, I have to 
keep in mind that it doesn't include all of our kids...." A fourth grade teacher reflected, "I 
was thinking that we didn't have a very good percentage of return since we have 34 kids in 
4th grade and we have 40% return, then we don't really have a good picture." These 
comments suggest a possible selection bias towards students whom may have been more 
organized to get slips home, towards students with parents who regularly check Friday 
folders, to those whom are less suspicious about the motives of the researcher or less needy 
students. However, it is impossible to determine if the percentage of missing consents from 
this group is significantly different from the missing consents of the general student 
population. 
Despite the fact that limited participation interfered with having a true school-wide 
data set and possible selection bias for issues outlined above, teachers could see the value in 
the screening tool. One teacher remarked, "I think it would be interesting to go back and do 
this school-wide with no option [no consent required]." Multiple voices responded with 
statements such as "yes," "absolutely," and "it would be a different picture." One principal 
remarked, "I think this would be very helpful as a school-wide, if we could put everybody on 
here, wow!" The responses from educators appear to indicate that the data may be helpful 
and useful if they were school-wide in the future. 
Because of the concerns over missing students due to parental consent requirements, 
the teachers were asked to imagine that the data reflected all of their students and to react to 
interview questions based upon that assumption. This was done to learn more about how 
educators would respond to and use screening data. Without this assumption, it would have 
been impossible to gather information about how teachers viewed the S WEBS or the 
behavioral screening process. 
The survey questions and focus group questions are centered on 11 primary topics. 
The following pages describe how the educators responded to these questions. This section is 
organized by question. Themes are illustrated, typically with survey responses to each 
question revealed first, then with supportive comments from focus group interviews. 
Question 1: What is your primary role? 
Thirty-six teachers agreed to be contacted to complete the Web-based surveys. Of the 
36 educators, 20 completed the survey. The first survey question was, "What is your primary 
role?," and the results are summarized in Table 47. Three-quarters of the respondents were 
regular classroom teachers. 
Table 47: Follow-Up Survey Participant Roles 
Role Number of Responses Response Ratio 
Administrator 2 10% 
Classroom Teacher 15 75% 
Music Teacher 1 5% 
Title One Teacher 1 5% 
PE Teacher 1 5% 
Total 20 100% 
Question 2: What grade level(s) are you primarily assigned to teach/work with? 
The second question of the survey was, "What grade level(s) are you primarily 
assigned to teach/work with? If multi-level please check all that apply." Table 48 shows the 
percentage of response to grade-level assignments of the 20 respondents. It reveals that 
representation of teachers across grade levels was fairly balanced, with the exception that 
there were no third grade teachers. The multi-grade-level teachers included one PE teacher, 
one music teacher, and one Title One teacher. 
Table 48: Follow-Up Survey Participant Grade Level Responsibilities 
Grade Level Number of Responses of 20 Response Ratio 
Kindergarten 2 10% 
First 3 15% 
Second 2 10% 
Third 0 0% 
Fourth 4 20% 
Fifth 2 10% 
Sixth 2 10% 
Multi-level 3 15% 
Administration 2 10% 
Question 3: How do or will you use the data from this screening process? 
Question 3 of the survey asked respondents, "How do or will you use the data from 
this screening process?" Table 49 below illustrates that a clear majority of the educators 
would use the data in same way. 
Table 49: How Will Teacher Use The Data? 
Number of Survey Percent* How will Data be Used? 
Responses out of 20 
Respondents* 
10 50% Will use the data for identification of student need 
2 10% Will use the data for forming instructional groups 
5 25% Will use the data to plan 
1 5% Will use the data to justify services 
2 10% Will not use the data 
2 10% Not sure or don't know 
*Two respondent's responses fell into two separate categories and thus do not sum to 100% 
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Identification of student need. 
Of the 16 Web-survey respondents who indicated that they would use the data, 10 of 
the responses related to identification of student need. An example of such a response is, 
"Our building plans to use this to identify individual kids who need help that haven't been 
receiving help and to look at the building needs in general." Other typical responses were: 
"The data helps identify areas of concern that we can focus on for the next school year" and 
"I think it will help support my identification of students who might be falling though the 
cracks." Responses supported identification of needs of individuals and systemic needs. 
An important part of the screening process is using the data in a manner that leads to 
appropriate interventions. As one principal examined the data during the focus group 
interview, he said to his teachers, "Couldn't you see a guidance counselor taking off with 
some of this information?" This and other responses indicate that educators may find the 
information obtained by S WEB S useful for making instructional decisions. 
Forming instructional groups. 
Of the 16 Web-survey respondents who indicated that they would use the data, 2 
mentioned looking for patterns in their population to form intervention groups. An example 
response was, "Discuss areas of concern with other teachers, look for patterns, form small 
groups to address concerns in social groups, peer partners, etc." 
During the focus group interview, one principal exclaimed, "We know who these 
individual kids are, but we don't see some of these patterns or some of these groups. You 
know who some kids are, but here it is grouping them together for us by category." As the 
group continued, they noted the pattern of concerns with focus and distractibility. One 
teacher interjected, "I think we could use it for organizing the class lists." Another teacher in 
another building reported, "This would help teachers to the point of knowing grouping and 
what kinds of groups, groups that would be productive and not counterproductive." 
Another principal stated: 
"I think, sometimes, as a classroom teacher, it was overwhelming when you had 
several kids who had all of these kinds of things. How do you begin to come at it and 
not to do the one-on-one but to get them together as a group and help them with their 
behaviors?" 
Such a response illustrates the opportunities for efficiency that examining school-wide 
behavioral data can provide. The staff in each building spent much time considering the data 
printout that showed, by item, which students were endorsed as having a concern and the 
grade level. The educators were discussing how students might be grouped for intervention. 
Planning. 
Five Web-survey responses centered around two types of planning. The first type 
contained comments like, "The data helps identify areas of concern that we can focus on for 
the next school year." The second type of planning centered on forming class lists or 
determining plans for incoming students. For example, "The data will help me when I make 
out new class lists in the spring of the year." While these responses were similar to the 
previous theme of forming instructional groups, they differ in that one indicates using the 
data to plan ahead to upcoming school years versus reacting to the students within the current 
school year. Such responses suggest that the S WEB S may be used as part of the school 
improvement process. 
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During focus group interviews, a principal in one school queried, "How could you 
use this information over time to track kids? It would be interesting to see where we start out. 
There are some names, a lot of names in the lower grades, just to see how that changes, if 
interventions are successful, do they keep showing up?" This led to a suggestion that 
S WEB S data be held in a database that would allow year-to-year comparisons so that 
progress, lack of progress, or decline in functioning could be considered. Such information 
would be helpful for monitoring individual students and cohorts. Another teacher suggested 
the use of multiple data points within a school year, "When I was in the classroom, I always 
like pre and post because that was a good indication of whether you had met a goal that you 
had set for a child." Another teacher continued, "... it would definitely help in planning 
building goals and to see if they were accomplished or not. The principal responded, "This 
would give us good data when we do planning for our at-risk program at the end of the year." 
Again, these comments show the possibility that S WEBS data could be used as a needs 
assessment or baseline and a systemic monitoring tool to see if school improvement efforts 
have been effective. 
A teacher remarked, "I think you have something here. It's something that could be 
put into guidelines to guide decisions being made in buildings." Another teacher responded, 
"Not only just within the classroom or student wise, but even school-wide. Maybe there is 
like a huge area that there is a big deficit that we can [intervene] and there are a lot of names 
that we can revamp [instruction] or look at what we need to do differently." It should be 
noted that the peer reviewer of the focus group transcripts noted a pattern that researcher did 
not originally consider. The teachers wanted behavioral instruction for the students based on 
the S WEB S data, but in almost all circumstances were looking to someone else (i.e., a 
guidance counselor) to deliver that instruction. The peer reviewer did not see evidence that 
most teachers interviewed would change their instruction within their classroom. The 
research agreed with this assessment. 
A principal from another school said: 
...second, I asked the question of, "If I see this student" with a lot of gray area does 
that match my perception. Do we already have structures in place to meet the need of 
that student?" So there are lots, I think this process is one that just lays the foundation 
for all of those questions and that data can be used for us to determine what we can do 
building-wide, Character Counts efforts, expectations, common areas, classroom, 
protocol, etc., etc., and also what can we do for some of these kids and I know that 
has been an ongoing conversation that we've had in regard to all of these kids that are 
showing up. 
One principal in another building said, "What a great tool for us to use and this is just a 
sample, but if we can get to the point where we could use something like this routinely it 
would give us great data for evaluating our program." Such comments showed some 
educators' positive perceptions of the validity of the S WEB S as a systemic needs assessment 
tool and a tool to monitor school improvement efforts. 
Justification of services. 
A variety of Web-survey respondents reported the use of the data for justification of 
services. For example, several teachers indicated that it could be used, "To justify the need 
for guidance counselors." During focus group interviews, a principal also stated, "It would 
have been really good information to have in writing that grant." Other Web-survey 
responses that were coded as "determining student need" also suggested that the data would 
be used to justify interventions or services for individual students. During the focus group 
interview, a teacher reported that the data also could be used "to make sure that they 
[students] are getting help from the at-risk program or our Heartland staff." The peer 
reviewer of the transcripts noted that there was much talk during the focus groups meetings 
about using the data to justify services, but only 5% of the survey participants' responses 
were coded under this theme. The reviewer asked if these 5% were especially vocal during 
the focus groups, compared to the other survey respondents. It would be impossible to 
answer the question due to anonymity of survey participants. Nonetheless, the responses 
show that the S WEB S might be used, in part, to justify need of instructional/support services 
(i.e., guidance counselors), as justification of need in obtaining grants, and to justify more 
evaluation of individual students by child study or problem-solving teams. 
Will not use or are unsure. 
Of the two Web-survey respondents (10%) who indicated they would not use the 
data, responses were, "Probably won't use" and "I honestly haven't used it because I only 
had a few participants." Of the two (10%) Web-survey respondents who indicated they were 
not sure, the responses were, "Not sure, probably to make sure I'm meeting needs" and "That 
is yet to be determined." Therefore it is important to note that not all educators anticipated 
using the data or knew how to use them. 
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Question 4: How do you feel about the cost/benefit (i.e., time) of using the SWEBS? 
Question 4 of the survey asked respondents, "How do you feel about the cost/benefit 
(i.e., time) of using the SWEBS?" All but two of the responses were clearly supportive of the 
process. 
Positive responses to the cost-benefit question. 
One typical example of a positive Web-survey response to the cost versus benefit 
question was, "It was short and provided us with a great deal of information." Another 
example was, "I'm THRILLED about the SWEBS. Very little time was invested to get great 
information." One Web-survey respondent emphasized the proactive qualities of universal 
screening by saying, "I think this will help to stop problems before they start." 
Table 50: Cost of Time versus Benefit of Using SWEBS 
Survey Response Number Percent 
Positive responses to the cost-benefit of using SWEBS. 18 90% 
Negative responses to the cost-benefit of using SWEBS. 2 10% 
Total 20 100% 
Some of the Web-survey responses emphasized the need to have all students involved 
in the screening process as the parental and student consent process limited school-wide 
participation. A typical example of such a comment was, "The benefit would be very great if 
everyone in the building was screened." 
Teachers were interviewed during the focus groups about their time investment to 
complete the protocol and the benefit of the data. All teachers agreed that it took no more 
than 20 minutes to complete the protocol on all of the students in their classroom. Several 
teachers reported that it took them less then 20 minutes. A teacher conveyed, "It wasn't real 
time consuming and the information was very interesting." Another teacher reported, "For 
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the most part, I thought this was a lot easier to fill out then some of those other things 
[behavior scales on individual referrals] that we do for our AEA team." The dialogue below 
shows an example of how teachers expressed appreciation for the format of the dichotomous 
question format of the rating scale (e.g., yes or no questions regarding a teachers concern for 
a student vs. a Likert item). 
Teacher: "I like the way it was stated. I like the statements that you can make a 
decision and move on. Not, "Oh, where am I going to put it over here or over there 
[Likert rating]." I don't like those things." 
Teacher 2: "um hum" 
Teacher: "It's [Likert rating] like flipping a coin sometimes. You end up scoring 
down the middle. So this would probably be more effective doing it this way and it is 
easier." 
Teacher 2: "It forces you to make a quick decision." 
Teacher: "and usually those things, in my readings, those things have value of making 
that decision the way you have written it. 
Again, these responses reflect the teacher's perception of ease of completion and that 
the ratio cost-benefit of time is acceptable to educators. 
Neutral or negative responses to the cost-benefit question. 
When asked how they felt about the cost-benefit of using the SWEBS, two Web-
survey respondents emphasized the need for a plan beyond identifying students. A typical 
example of such a comment was "As long as we develop some sort of plan, it will be helpful; 
otherwise it will be like everything else we try." One respondent spoke to limited time 
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investment, but it was not clear whether the respondent thought the benefits outweighed the 
time investment. As noted in the planning section above, the SWEBS could be a useful tool 
for planning actions to meet student need and to monitor school improvement efforts. 
During the focus group interviews, one educator said, "Personally, I think it would be 
very beneficial as long there is a plan of what we are going to do with it. You know, because 
we can have the numbers, we can identify those students, but if we don't take it any further 
than that it is like any other program." This point emphasizes that improvement is not an 
isolated "do it and forget" event, but is part of a ongoing improvement cycle of gathering 
data, analyzing data, making plans, following through on plans, analyzing results, and 
beginning again. In fact, one principal suggested adding SWEBS as a data collection tool for 
their school improvement plan. 
Question 5: What are you impressions of the question asked on the SWEBS? 
Question 5 of the survey asked, "What are your impressions of the questions asked on 
the SWEBS?" Table 51 below shows that out of nineteen responses, a clear majority 
expressed positive impressions of the SWEBS questions. 
Table 51: Educator Impressions of SWEBS Questions 
Survey Response Number Percent 
Positive impressions of SWEBS questions 16 84% 
Neutral or negative impressions of SWEBS questions 3 16% 
Total 19* 100% 
*Only 19 survey responses were received for this question. 
Positive impressions of questions asked on the SWEBS. 
An example of a typical positive Web-survey response was, "Definitely addressed a 
variety of concerns, well written." Another example was, "I think most areas of concern were 
covered." One very pleased staff member wrote, "Good questions. It would be better than the 
social/emotional checklist on our current report card." 
In each school the interview responses were supportive that the following questions 
reflected important areas of need for students and identified students in need: "What were 
your impressions of the questions that were asked? Did you feel like it got to the needs of 
what you see in the classroom for your students? Do you feel that the questions are useful for 
identifying students with social and emotional needs?" One teacher rhetorically remarked to 
her principal, 
Would this also be good data to show that we do need at-risk programming? Because 
many times they are saying, "How do you know that you need more at-risk help or 
time?" If we had this it would show which kids are in need. 
A teacher expressed concerns that she didn't feel that their community believed that 
many social emotional problems existed within the district. Another teacher responded, 
I think first of all, having the information that you've got here and I don't know how 
you go about sharing that information, but convincing them that we really do have 
some concerns. I think we have kind of held ourselves up into a different region 
[standard] here." 
Their responses suggest that behavioral screening data could be used as a piece of 
information to convey to the public the behavioral health of children in schools. 
Neutral or negative impressions of questions asked on the SWEBS. 
Three Web-survey respondents gave responses that clearly were not positive. Their 
statements included: 
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"Most of the questions were easy to answer, some I just guessed on because I 
am not always aware of all the family issues." 
"They were fine but didn't deal with many academic issues." 
"For the most part O.K. There are always a few kids that you are concerned 
about that questionnaires don't seem to address." 
During the focus group interview, a principal conveyed, 
I know that I did a lot of clarification [to staff] about, for example the question about, 
student is dealing with family stress. Several people asked me about that particular 
one and I indicated that you just read it, you give a gut instinct of your first response, 
"are you concerned or not?" I did a fair amount of coaching in regard to "how do I fill 
this out. I don't need to go back and have data back up my answers." It is a gut 
response. 
Some concerns arose during focus group interviews concerning possible false 
positives obtained through screening. It was noted that staff tended to overgeneralize 
screening results into diagnostic decisions or definitive categories of need. This occurred 
despite instruction at the beginning of the meeting as to the role of screening data and the 
need for problem validation through examination of additional data sources. 
Another concern was expressed by a support staff participant regarding cultural 
expectations, 
... the only thing that kind of bothers me is that I'm not seeing, maybe in the way that 
the questions are stated, and maybe teachers have to be aware of, ethnic differences. I 
guess based on who is doing the survey you are going to get different responses about 
a student. Because on some I see that they are aggressive or culturally that may be the 
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expectation, but because that teacher is not really aware of some of the cultural 
differences that is going to be a totally different [situation]. What I see maybe again is 
the standard ... middle class expectations. 
This staff member expressed concern that SWEBS questions may reflect standard middle 
class expectations and thus may have limitations concerning cultural sensitivity. Another 
teacher said in response to the question about gang affiliation, "It depends on your definition 
of a gang." He stated that in his previous district of employment there were many "hard core" 
gangs and implied that student "gang" behaviors in this school may not reach that threshold 
while other staff members in this school might consider lesser behavior "gang affiliation." 
This is an example of how cultural awareness and life experiences might influence the 
"concern" of a teacher completing SWEBS. 
Question 6: How often would you recommend that behavioral screening occur? What time(s) 
of the school year would you recommend? 
Frequency of administration. 
Question 6 on the Web-survey asked, "How often would you recommend that 
behavioral screening occur? What time(s) of the school year would you recommend?" 
Analysis of staff responses, shown below in Table 52, reveals that the bulk of responses 
clustered around providing two administrations of SWEBS per year. This would suggest that 
two administrations per year would provide staff with appropriate data for decisionmaking. 
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Table 52: Educator Recommendations for Frequency of Behavioral Screening 
Response Category Number of Responses out 
of 20 
Percent 
Three times per year 3 15% 
Two or Three times per year 3 15% 
Twice per year 9 45% 
Once or Twice per Year 1 5% 
One per year 4 20% 
Total 20 100% 
When staff were asked during focus group interviews if multiple screenings during 
the school year would be beneficial, the response was mixed. A few thought not, but 
discussion tended to grow toward twice a year, usually fall and spring, as most beneficial 
without undue time spent in assessment and analysis. During interviews, educators appeared 
to perceive three screenings a school year as excessive in relation to added benefit. 
In summary, administration of SWEBS twice per year appeared to be acceptable in 
the eyes of educators, as it would allow adequate opportunity to identify needs of individuals 
and groups and to show systemic progress toward interventions. Twice per year was 
perceived to allow a balance of time spent in administration and analysis. Once per year 
would be anemic for identification and progress monitoring. Three times per year appeared to 
exceed educator perception of an acceptable time invested-to-benefit ratio. 
What time of year would be best to administer the SWEBS? 
Ten Web-survey respondents included recommendations for month of screening. The 
recommendations tended to cluster about October, January, and April. 
Question 7: To what degree, if any, will the SWEBS identify the students who need 
social/emotional support? 
Question 7 asked, "To what degree, if any, will the SWEBS identify the students who 
need social/emotional support?" 
Table 53 below details the responses of those who took the survey. 
Table 53: Respondents' Perception that the SWEBS will Identify Those Needing Social 
Emotional Support 
Response Number Percent 
Respondents indicated that SWEBS will identify the student who need 17 85% 
social/emotional support 
Respondents were neutral that SWEBS will identify the student who need 2 10% 
social/emotional support 
Respondents were negative that SWEBS will identify the student who need 1 5% 
social/emotional support 
Total 20 100% 
Positive recommendations to use SWEBS data to identify social/emotional need. 
Seventeen of the Web-survey respondents indicated positive recommendations that 
SWEBS data identified students who were in need of social/emotional support. Examples of 
brief but supportive comments were "very high," "very well," "I think to a high degree," and 
"It will do it!" Other positive responses centered on themes. One theme centered on the 
identification of student need. A typical response was, "I think we will quickly identify kids 
we might have missed." Another Web-survey respondent pointed out, "It will help show 
parents their children have needs that need to be addressed." 
Participants at focus group interviews at two separate buildings discussed 
internalizing items. Some staff felt that some students are just quiet and that is okay, while 
others were glad to have a tool to identify the child that does not act-out but still has social 
emotional needs. In these cases, the SWEBS created dialogue among teachers, which helped 
to sort between false positive screening results and true positive screening results. With such 
dialogue, students with internalizing needs are more likely to be identified then if discipline 
data were used to identify student need. 
Neutral or negative recommendations to use the SWEBS data to identify 
social/emotional need. 
The few negative or neutral Web-survey responses suggested that screening data and 
results must be validated by other information sources, and that the SWEBS will be most 
helpful when all students in the school are screened. 
Question 8: Do you think behavioral screening results in helping students that would have 
been overlooked in the past? 
Question 8 on the survey asked, "Do you think behavioral screening results in helping 
students that would have been overlooked in the past? (Please elaborate)" Table 54 details 
the category of response for staff. 
Table 54: Does Behavioral Screening with SWEBS Help to Identify Previously 
Overlooked Students? 
Category of Response Number of Responses out of 20 Percent 
Clearly affirmative 9 45% 
Somewhat affirmative 8 40% 
Don't know 1 5% 
Non-affirmative responses 2 10% 
Total 20 100% 
Responses that show this behavioral screening process can help identify previously 
overlooked student need. 
Analysis of the Web-survey results show that staff felt the behavioral screening 
process did help identify student needs that might have been overlooked in the past. A typical 
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example of a clearly affirmative statement on the survey was, "Some students. The students 
with the boldest behavior problems are not overlooked, but the students with the quiet, 
hidden issues are more noticeable now with the screening." Another was, "Yes, it makes us 
more aware of these students and helps us to initiate a plan to help these students be 
successful." One Web-survey comment was not typical, but poignant: "Yes, we have not had 
a behavioral screening measure before." These comments indicate that the SWEBS was 
helpful to identify student need. 
A typical example of a somewhat affirmative Web-survey response was, "Possibly, 
but before even screening, I could have identified those students who need support. The only 
benefit was specific areas of concern." Another was, "Possibly - there are certain students 
that really stand out as behavioral problems and others that don't come to the forefront 
without some of the questions that the survey provided." Another educator's response was 
not typical but important, "It might pinpoint one lone element that a student could be pulled 
into a small group for counseling on." Such responses indicate that teachers without the 
SWEBS may have some ideas of which students need assistance, but the SWEBS required 
them to think about more areas of need or helped them to categorize need for instructional 
grouping. 
During the focus group interviews, teachers in each school were asked if the 
screening questions and process resulted in identifying student needs that had not been 
identified previously. In one school, the following conversation occurred (see below). The 
initial impression of the first teacher was not an endorsement for behavioral screening, but 
others in the group had comments that illustrate how a need was overlooked until further 
consideration. 
Researcher: "Do you think that either as you filled out your protocols or as you 
looked back on these results, kids were identified that you have 
overlooked in the past?" 
Teacher: "No." 
Researcher: "How about when you look by different areas?" 
Teacher: "It might if everybody did it. [consent issue] You might notice it 
more." 
Teacher 2: "There is one to me that stands out and that's the 'sad and flat' 
affect." 
Teacher 3: "Number fifteen." 
Teacher 2: "He really does and I never really thought about that in second grade 
but he is so lackadaisical and I just never thought of that as being a 
problem, but I think it is." 
In this case the SWEBS data created an opportunity for teachers to dialogue regarding 
a student's behavior. The teacher had to weigh whether the "sad or flat affect" was of 
significant concern. As the teachers discussed, it was realized that this was a pattern over 
time. In this case, the data may refer this student to a guidance counselor or child study team 
to further assess and intervene or provide a standard treatment protocol. Had the SWEBS 
data not been analyzed in this manner, it is possible that this potential need would have been 
overlooked. 
During the focus group interview, a physical education teacher reported, 
If the kid is unhappy, is feeling these bad feelings, then it doesn't matter. We could 
have the best lesson there, but if we can't connect to the kid and we can't relate to the 
kid then it doesn't matter how much time we beat our head against the wall about 
reading and things like that. 
Another teacher added to his statement, "I think he is right; we need to start concentrating on 
the emotional and social development of children." Such comments indicate that social 
emotional and academic needs are intertwined and educators seem to desire ways to identify 
and react to student behavior/social needs in order to improve academic functioning. 
Responses that show this behavioral screening process did not help identify 
previously overlooked student need. 
On the Web-survey, statements that were less than affirmative that this behavioral 
process can help identify previously overlooked student needs included: 
No, but with some students it helped show why the behavior might be occurring. 
Not necessarily - primary teachers, especially, are very good at identifying and 
meeting student's needs. 
In regard to the first comment, if the SWEBS could help educators determine why behaviors 
are occurring, it may lead to interventions focused towards that identified need and improve 
student outcome. In regards to the second comment, primary teachers do have high levels of 
daily contact with students and thus are good observers of student behavior. Thus, perhaps 
the SWEBS creates a venue to collect and analyze the information in a systematic manner. 
Question 9: In what ways, if any, will this behavioral screening change your school? Why? 
Web-survey question 9 asked, "In what ways, if any, will this behavioral screening 
change your school? Why?" The survey responses appeared to group into the following 
themes: identification of needs, action planning, justification of services, grouping and other. 
Table 55 shows the frequency of comment by category. These themes are discussed in 
further detail below. 
Category of Response Number of Responses Percent 
out of 20 Respondents 
Identification of need, Planning and Providing Support 13 65% 
Justification of Services 2* 10%* 
Grouping of needs for instruction 3* 15%* 
Other 2 10% 
Not Sure 1 5% 
*One respondent's answer fell into two separate categories. Consequently, the percentages do not add to 100%. 
Themes of identification of need, planning to meet needs, and providing support. 
On the Web-survey, typical responses to question 9 regarding the identification of 
need, planning and providing support category included: 
• Action plan can be implemented school-wide, if all students are included in the 
screening. 
• I think it will help us to better identify students who need help and work on 
prevention as the student moves from one class to another. 
• More even reporting (among classrooms) and more standardized identification. 
• This planning will help our school to implement, classroom, small group, and 
whole school activities to help students in need. It will also encourage us to learn 
more about what we can do to help these students. 
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During the focus group interview, a principal said, "Couldn't you see a guidance 
counselor taking off with some of this information?" A teacher said, "... it would definitely 
help in planning building goals and to see if they were accomplished or not." A principal 
remarked, "I think that it is worthwhile data and always using the data to drive our decisions. 
In the spring to be able to do that to look at, okay, school-wide where do we need to go next 
year?" Another principal remarked, "... what can we do as a principal is basically break it 
down and come up with a real systemic plan for how we are going to come at these things." 
Such responses appear to endorse the use of the SWEBS in the continuous school 
improvement cycle of determining need, developing a plan, building capacity, implementing 
the plan, and evaluating the results. 
Themes regarding justification of services. 
On the Web-survey, an example of the justification of services theme was, "I hope it 
will help us work as a team better and show our school administration that we need to have 
guidance counselors." During interviews several teachers resounded on this theme by saying 
statements like, "This might be good to show the school board that we need guidance 
counselors." During the focus group interview, another teacher pointed out how the 
information might help with justifying services for individual students, "We have such a hard 
time getting our kinds into programs that they need ... maybe this will help with that." These 
responses suggest that SWEBS could be a data source when determining need for 
instructional services in a school. 
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Themes regarding instructional grouping. 
Several statements made on the Web-survey in response to question 9 centered about 
the theme of instructional grouping. Examples are: 
Good for grouping at-risk students and requesting counselor resources. 
Could be used to form multiage groups or special needs groups 
Hopefully meet the needs of students in the focused areas. 
These themes illustrate that the educators felt that SWEBS data could be used to organize 
students into instructional groups. During the interviews, one principal spoke to the 
efficiency of approaching behavior issues through group intervention rather than one student 
at a time, by saying, 
I think, sometimes as a classroom teacher it was overwhelming when you had several 
kids who had all of these kinds of things. How do you begin to come at it and not to 
do the one on one but to get them together as a group and help them with their 
behaviors? 
During the focus group, another principal asked his staff, "So you could use this to form 
some cooperative groups?" A teacher answered, "Look for the leader, look for the quiet one, 
and look for the academically strong person [to form a cooperative group]." Such responses 
seem to suggest that educators see if the efficiencies to be gained by addressing needs of 
groups whenever possible as compared to assessing and intervening with one student at a 
time. SWEBS provides a data source to form such instructional groups. 
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Question 10: Would you recommend that other schools do school-wide screening of 
behavior? Why? 
During focus group interviews staff expressed much support for the process of 
school-wide behavior screening. A teacher said, "... would we advise others to do it? I think 
so." 
Web-survey question 10 asked, "Would you recommend that other schools do school-
wide screening of behavior, if so why?" All 20 survey respondents indicted support for 
school-wide screening of behavior. The survey responses centered on themes of impact on 
instruction, identification of need, transfer students, planning, and ease of use (see Table 56). 
Table 56: Themes of Recommendation of School-Wide Behavior Screening 
Theme Number of responses out of 20 Percent 
Behavior's impact on instruction 4 20% 
Identification of need 5 25% 
Transfer students 2 10% 
Planning for improvement 5 25% 
Ease of use 4 20% 
Total 20 100% 
The responses were nearly evenly distributed among these themes. The themes are detailed 
below. 
Behavior's impact on instruction. 
Four Web-survey respondents cited the impact of behavior on instruction by 
statements such as, "Yes - behavior has a great impact on classroom progress" or "Yes -
behavior affects the dynamics of a classroom and a school greatly." During the focus group 
interview a principal asserted, "With some of these kids, I think the behaviors are getting in 
the way of the academics and we need to get that handled." Such responses appear to 
describe the notion that behavior has a strong impact on academic functioning and that 
behavioral needs must be addressed in the school setting. 
Identification of needs. 
Five Web-survey respondents wrote on a theme of identification of needs. Typical 
survey responses regarding identification of need were: 
Yes, because I think it will help them identify some items that are being neglected in 
classroom instruction. 
Takes little time and focuses on needs of your class as a whole as well as 
individually. 
Mostly, so that students in need aren't being overlooked. Also, to see if any changes 
need to take place within the environment in areas in which many students show 
needs. 
During a focus group interview, a teacher remarked about the data report, "... and 
distractibility. A lot [of students] on that distractibility. I think that was our biggest block of 
kids." In another school a teacher said, "... what is the district going to do to help support us? 
I mean that we will have the numbers to show that there is a need." Another teacher said, 
Would this also be good data to show that we do need at-risk [programming]? 
Because many times they are saying, 'how do you know that you need more at-risk 
help or time?' If we had this to show that we have these kids in need. 
Responses categorized to this theme show that SWEBS data can be used to identify 
collective student need systematically. 
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Transfer students. 
Two Web-survey respondents envisioned that SWEBS scores could be used across 
their multi-school building district so that when students transferred (assuming SWEBS 
scores came with the student), teachers would be more aware of student need upon the 
student's entry to the new school. 
Planning for improvement. 
Five Web-survey respondents cited the use of the data in planning for improvement. 
The statements here were similar to planning, identification of need and behaviors impact on 
instruction. During a focus group interview one principal said, "What a great tool for us to 
use and this is just a sample, but if we can get to the point where we could use something like 
this routinely, it would give us great data in evaluating our program." A teacher reported, "I 
think you have something here. It's something that could be put into guidelines to guide 
decisions being made in buildings." As stated in the results of question 9, the SWEBS data 
has potential to be used in a continuous school improvement cycle. 
Ease of use. 
Four Web-survey respondents were simply affirmative. A typical response was, 
"Yes" or "Yes, it's quick and easy." 
During all focus group interviews teachers agreed that it took 20 minutes or less to 
complete the protocol for all of the students in their classroom. One teachers comment 
summarized the sentiment of many, "It wasn't real time consuming and the information was 
very interesting." One very astute teacher asked, "Now who crunches numbers in the future? 
That's the time-consuming part, isn't it?" Because the educators used paper protocols, the 
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researcher prior to the data/focus group meeting did data transfer into a database manually. 
This manual transfer was time-consuming. 
Question 11: What concerns do you have about the SWEBS or yearly behavioral screening of 
all students? 
Survey question 11 asked, "What concerns do you have about the SWEBS or yearly 
behavioral screening of all students?" Table 57 outlines the themes that emerged in 
responses. 
Table 57: Categories of Concern about SWEBS or Yearly Behavioral Screening 
Theme # of Survey Responses out of 19* Percent 
Labeling and/or confidentiality 4 21% 
School-wide participation 6 32% 
Resources 4 21% 
Answers within us 1 5% 
None 4 21% 
Total 19 100% 
*Only 19 survey responses were received for this question. 
Labeling and/or confidentiality. 
Four Web-survey respondents reported no concerns, and three expressed concerns 
with labeling and/or confidentiality, by writing: 
Upcoming teachers seeing the information and making judgments based on another 
persons perspective. Self-fulfilling prophecy. 
Maintaining confidentiality. 
A theme that emerged during the focus group interviews pertained to how 
prejudgment or perceptions of the rater may influence the scoring for individuals or classes 
of students. During a discussion of the possibility of comparing multiple years of data on 
each student, one teacher asserted, "But still you'd have to take into consideration the teacher 
and the people working with that student and their impressions." When the possibility of 
conducting pre and post measures during a given school year was discussed, the following 
dialogue occurred. 
Teacher: "My only concern is that the teachers not look back at the pretest." 
Researcher: "That they don't have the old protocol sitting in front of them when they 
fill it out?" 
Teacher: "Right. That they make comparisons and say, "What did I do last time?" 
Well his is better but he is not great so I should check that." 
Researcher: "It would have to be a blind comparison, is what you are saying?" 
Teacher: Right because I think it needs to be free of." 
Researcher: "Those filters that creep in?" 
Teacher: "Yeah, I think we need to have open minds at it again and not do the 
comparison thing." 
A previously mentioned discussion occurred about how perceptions could affect ratings of 
student with various ethnic backgrounds. 
Teacher: "Okay as I look through the questions, the only thing that kind of bothers me 
is that I'm not seeing, maybe in the way that the questions are stated any, maybe 
teachers have to be aware of, ethnic differences. I guess based on who is doing the 
survey you are going to get different responses about a student. Because on some I 
see that they are aggressive or culturally that may be the expectation, but because that 
teacher is not really aware of some of the cultural differences that are going to be a 
totally different. What I see maybe again is the standard ... middle class 
expectations." 
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Responses in this theme outline the need to use the SWEBS data responsibly and 
ethically to avoid unnecessary labeling or breaches of confidentiality. Furthermore, all 
assessments must be examined with appropriate attention to cultural context. Finally, 
SWEBS is a screening tool, and "positive" results must be validated through other sources of 
information before making high-stakes decisions for an individual student. 
School-wide participation. 
Six Web-survey respondents indicated that all students must be involved in the 
screening. During the study, universal involvement of students was difficult due to 
requirements for parental and student consent. However, it does illustrate that screening must 
involve all students. Typical responses were: 
Main concern is including all students, since those who did not participate were the 
ones who would have shown up on the results. 
Just that all students in the school population should be used. 
The SWEBS will be most effective as a school-wide assessment tool if all students in a 
school building are screened. 
Resources. 
Four Web-survey respondents indicated concerns with having the time to evaluate the 
data or having the resources to intervene based on the data. Examples of typical comments 
included: 
Having resources to help the students who are identified on the SWEBS. 
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That it will sit for a long time because we might not have the time needed to study 
and or implement any changes we might see that would be helpful to change the 
outcome. 
SWEBS may be helpful only if those planning to collect the data also plan time for analysis 
of data and for intervention planning. While this appears to be a truism at first glance, the 
researcher has had several experiences over the years when data were collected, but not used 
systematically. On such occasions, it is the opinion of the researcher that the process was 
wasted time and effort. The teachers in this study have the same concern that the SWEBS 
data not be collected without a will to analyze and use the data to enhance educational 
outcomes. Follow-through is of great importance to them. 
Answers within us. 
During the focus group interviews, many of the educators talked of whose 
responsibility it was to intervene with the students. While several talked about at-risk 
programs or guidance counselors, others pointed out that intervention is every educator's 
responsibility. 
One of my concerns is that a student comes up with a lot of points the teacher is 
automatically going to feel like, "why aren't they in a program, why aren't we doing 
something." Instead of looking at, "maybe they need to be in a program" but [instead] 
"what can I do in MY room to help them." There has to be both areas of help not just 
"let's see where we can place them so I don't have to deal with them or they need to 
be in something and I am just going to continue what I am doing with the rest of my 
classroom and expect THAT person to fix the problem." It has do be cooperative. 
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Later she continued this thread of thought, 
Programs need to work together. The classroom and the support programs need to 
work together to help that student and classroom teachers need to take some of that 
effort and come up with a plan and help. I think we can all work together to do that 
and not just shove them off to somewhere else. 
To summarize, some educators seemed to say that the data should be used to help 
teachers deliver effective instruction within their classes whenever possible, and that the data 
not be used as a tool for exclusion from least restrictive venues of intervention. However, 
more seemed to indicate that they expected behavior needs to be met by someone else (i.e., a 
guidance counselor). 
Overgeneralization of screening results into diagnostic conclusions. 
During focus group interviews in two of the schools, discussion occurred regarding 
the role of screening. In the opinion of the researcher, school staff had a tendency to 
overgeneralize screening results into diagnostic information or had a tendency to doubt the 
screening process because there was a false positive of a student indicated having significant 
concerns with which other teachers did not agree. This occurred despite directions at the 
beginning of the data meetings that the role of screening data was only to point educators in 
the direction of student need and that other information (i.e., other records, observations, 
tests, etc.) is used to confirm or dispel a positive result from the screening instrument, in this 
case SWEBS. The educators also were instructed before the data meetings that screening 
instruments are designed to over-identify potential concerns. Despite these warnings, the 
following dialogue occurred: 
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Teacher: "I'm still concerned by [student name] is on here so much." 
Principal: "I wouldn't have guessed that." 
Teacher: "No. [Pause] He is a very quiet student, second grader." 
Researcher: "With that in mind, let's look at social isolation [factor] and see if that is 
why his name is popping up." 
Teacher!: "Yes." 
Teacher: "He is not an outgoing person, but he talks quietly to the people next to him. 
When it comes time to answer questions he spends a lot of time thinking before 
answering. I see that more, sometimes, as a processing thing, that he is thinking." 
Principal [inaudible] 
Teacher: "no not at all." 
Researcher: "that is just an illustration that if he pops up on here, the question should 
be why he popped up and let's see why. Not that this [score] is final and 
definitive.. .that he is in a category or something." 
Another example of the tendency to treat screening as diagnostic information is: 
Teacher: ".. .exhibits sad or flat affect depression or feelings of worthlessness, She 
has him under that, I guess, I don't see that." 
Researcher: "Something that could be done, you could think about data sources. You 
could review all the records. Not knowing this kid if it was me getting the 
information, I could review his records, see if other things pop up, I could interview 
the teacher, parents, who ever. I could observe him, or I could say to the assessment 
team, "this kid popped up could you come in and see if there are other concerns going 
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on here" so there are different levels of gathering information that you would go to 
next." 
Summary of Themes Discovered through Surveys and Focus Groups 
Research question #3 was, "How were SWEBS data used by educators to reach 
instructional decisions related to student needs?" Most of the educators involved in this study 
reported that behavioral issues do have a significant impact on instruction and that SWEBS 
was a useful and time efficient tool that provided a "wealth of information" about those 
needs. Most educators did report that the SWEBS appropriately identified student need. 
Behavioral screening with the SWEBS was recommended by many of those involved. While 
some responses suggested screening during the fall, winter, and spring, the majority of 
responses seem to indicate that SWEBS administration would best be conducted twice per 
school year, proximal to the months of October and April. 
While many teachers reported that they do not have difficulty identifying the students 
with the most outward behavior problems without universal behavioral screening, the 
educators involved did feel that behavioral screening with the SWEBS did offer advantages. 
Several conveyed that one advantage of SWEBS was that it allowed detected patterns in the 
data that, when noticed, allowed for creating instructional groups geared towards meeting a 
specific need. Many reported that data were helpful to identify a continuum of need so that 
the students with more moderate needs were not overlooked and that the students who have 
more internalizing behaviors were not overlooked. Educators reported that the data could be 
used to indicate when students used to justify at-risk programming, or to justify referrals for 
further evaluation. They reported that the data were useful to see patterns that required 
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systematic response on a building level, for example, the large number of distractible 
students or the much-reiterated need for guidance counselors. 
There was much indication from the educators that the S WEBS data should be used 
as pre- and post-intervention measures of building improvement efforts. Discussions about 
monitoring systemic interventions included anti-bullying efforts and character education. 
One principal even suggested that a database be developed that would track the scores of 
individual students and cohorts over time, to make sure that individual and group needs are 
met and that interventions are effective. 
The most frequently mentioned concern was participation. Due to requirements for 
this study, parent consent and student assent were required. Therefore, many students were 
missing from the data set due to lack of consent from parents or assent from students. Many 
of the teachers felt that the neediest students were not represented. Several reasons were 
given, including students not getting forms home to parents, lack of follow-through on 
signing the forms by parents, a misunderstanding by parents that the students did not "have to 
do anything" for the study, and suspicion on the part of the 5th and 6th grade students 
solicited. The results presented to the data teams/focus groups thus were not fully 
representative of the student body, and conclusions about school-wide need could not be 
drawn. Despite this limitation, the educators involved felt that, had participation been higher, 
the data would have been very useful. Again, to see how educators might use the data, they 
were instructed to imagine that the set included all students and discuss what impact the data 
might have and how they could be used. 
Educators did express concerns with potential labeling and that the information is 
should be used in ways that preserve confidentiality. There also was concern that student 
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ratings could vary depending upon each rater's perceptions and filters. In addition, a concern 
arose from one educator as to whether items would be endorsed appropriately in light of the 
cultural background of students. This educator was concerned that students from "louder 
cultures" could be seen as aggressive. Some educators expressed a concern of how to 
communicate results to parents. 
The researcher was concerned about the tendency for some staff to overgeneralize 
screening data into a sort of diagnosis. At the onset of the data meetings, teachers were 
advised about the role of screening, which is to overidentify potential concerns, and that 
problems identified by screening would need to be validated with other data sources or 
further evaluation. Despite this advisement, a temptation to treat the results as finite was 
present, and educators needed occasional reminders that validation of concerns with other 
data was necessary before designing and enacting intervention. 
Several educators expressed concern that behavioral screening is helpful and useful 
only if the data translate into action. Several teachers were concerned that appropriate time 
be allotted to analyze data, plan interventions, and have the resources of time, staff, and 
expertise to conduct appropriate interventions. 
A principal and a teacher expressed a less-mentioned but relevant concern. They 
cautioned that behavioral screening data should not result in staff looking for someone else to 
solve the problem. These respondents felt that the classroom teacher is a key component in 
addressing the needs of a student, and that additional programs or having "someone else" 
address the student's needs is not typically the only option. In other words, the classroom 
teacher works as a team member to meet the needs of a student. As one teacher stated, "It has 
to be cooperative.... Programs need to work together with the classroom teacher. The support 
programs need to work together to help that student and classroom teachers need to take 
some of that effort and come up with a plan and help." 
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DISCUSSION 
The research questions posed by this study were: 
1. What is the interrater reliability of the S WEBS? 
2. What is the criterion validity of the S WEBS? 
3. How were S WEBS data used by educators to reach instructional decisions related 
to student needs? 
The following is an attempt to address each of these questions. 
Reliability 
The null hypothesis associated with research question #1 stated, "There is no 
correlation between multiple raters rating the same students." When the 3-factor structure 
discovered during this study was applied and students were rated by classroom teachers (e.g., 
excluding associates, music teachers, art teachers, and PE teachers) the interrater reliability 
was .939 for the total score. The interrater reliability for the conduct factor, and social 
emotional needs factor is also above .9. The interrater reliability for the academic survival 
skills factor is .788. All of these were significant at the p < .01 level, two-tailed. Thus, the 
null hypothesis is false. 
While not specifically a research question of this study, the test-retest reliability of the 
S WEBS needed to be determined once again as a new factor structure was created when test 
items were eliminated. The test-retest reliability for items total was .921, the conduct factor 
was .873, the social needs factor was .854, and the academic survival skills factor was .887. 
Elliot and Busse (1993) consider a reliability coefficient of .70 or greater to be 
acceptable for behavioral rating scales. They also have discovered that inter-rater reliabilities 
can vary significantly in degree (e.g., from .25 to .75) and are influenced by situational 
factors and raters' perceptions. For a diagnosis of a problem, accepted practice is for the 
clinician to use multiple raters to explore the collective perceptions and situational factors in 
an individual case (Elliot & Busse, 1993). Sattler (1988) and Salvia and Ysseldyke (1991) 
reported that a reliability coefficient of .80 is required for a screening instrument. Salvia and 
Ysseldyke (1988) recommend two standards for reliability in applied settings. 
1. Group data: If test scores are to be used for administrative purposes and are 
reported for groups, a reliability of .60 should probably be the minimum. 
2. Individual Data: If a test score is used to make a decision for one student a much 
higher standard of reliability is demanded. When important educational decisions, 
such as tracking and placement in a special class are to be made for a student, the 
minimum standard should be .90. When the decision being made is a screening 
decision, such as a recommendation that a child receive further assessment, there is 
still need for high reliability. For screening devices we recommend a .80 standard (p. 
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The reliability (test-retest reliability, interrater reliability, and internal consistency) of 
the S WEBS total score is above .9, thus making S WEB S total score appropriate as one 
source of data for high-stakes decisions of tracking or placement into special education. 
However, the researcher would never recommend a high-stakes decision be made without 
multiple sources and types of data. The factor scores would not reach the criteria for high-
stakes decisions. The conduct and social needs factors clearly reach the .8 criteria (Salvia & 
Ysseldyke, 1988) and the academic survival skills are just shy of that criterion (.788) (Elliot 
& Busse, 1993). 
The question arose during this study of whether it is appropriate to use individual 
items as stand-alone measures to sort students into general education instructional groups or 
determine school-wide need. The answer is beyond the scope of this dissertation. However, 
to provide guidance for future field studies the researcher would suggest that requirements 
for reliability of a measure equal the stakes of the decision being made. Furthermore, it is 
important to note which decision is being made with the data, as different criteria may be 
required for different decisions, even though the same data are considered to answer the 
assessment question. For example: 
• If the assessment question is, "Does an individual have significantly different behaviors 
to be considered for special education placement? " Then the S WEB S total score when 
combined with multiple sources of convergent data (i.e., observations, interviews, review 
of records, other tests) may be appropriate, in part, to help answer the question as the 
reliability is above .9 (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1988). 
• If the purpose of the assessment using S WEB S is to answer the question, "Which 
students need further assessment for interventions or special education? " Then the 
S WEBS conduct and social emotional need factors scores may be appropriate to help 
answer the question as the reliability is above .8 (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1988). The 
academic survival skills factor has internal consistency of .829, test-retest reliability of 
.887, and interrater reliability of .778. Thus it passed the Salvia & Ysseldyke criterion on 
two variables and passed the Elliot and Busse (1993) criterion of .7 on all variables and 
therefore may be appropriate for answering this question. 
• If the question is, "Does the school need to modify the general education curriculum, 
instructional techniques, or environmental factors for all students or groups ofstudents, 
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and iffor groups, what groups? " If this question were asked across classroom (and thus 
different raters), then the items with reliability (re-retest and interrater) above .6 (Salvia 
& Ysseldyke, 1988) may be appropriate. When using items within one rater's classroom, 
than the reliability (retest only) above .6 may be appropriate. 
• If the assessment question is, "Now that I have chosen my instructional groups, what do I 
teach them? " Then, item analysis may be helpful to determine the issues involved, but 
this information would likely need contextualization with other data such as teacher 
interview, student interview, parent interview, observations, or skill assessments. More 
research is needed to determine what types of treatment protocols or curricula would be 
appropriate based on factor scores and/or item analysis. 
In general, if the decisions result in non-invasive, short-term, group or core instructional 
changes, then the more liberal standards (of those described above) may be appropriate when 
interpreting the S WEB S data. If the decisions result in longer-term interventions, 
interventions that are more controversial, or are more intrusive, then a more conservative 
standard (of those described above) would be appropriate. For high stakes decisions, 
eligibility decisions, longer-term interventions, and/or highly intrusive interventions the most 
rigorous standards should be used. As the stakes of the decision rise, the need to include 
multiple sources of data for problem validation also rises. How and for what the data are used 
are related to the degree of reliability required. 
In the context of Responsiveness-to-Intervention models, S WEB S has potential as a low-
cost, easily administered, screening instrument to screen to help determine (a) whether the 
core instructional program is meeting social, emotional, and behavioral needs, (b) which 
students need something more to supplement core instruction, and (c) which students have 
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enough need to warrant additional problem solving and/or entitlement assessment. More 
research with S WEB S will be helpful to provide clearer guidelines for how S WEB S results 
can be used for decisionmaking and which treatment protocols would be appropriate for the 
various levels and types of concern. 
Validity 
Validity refers to how well a test measures what it purports to measure. Research 
question #2 stated, "What is the criterion validity of the S WEBS?" The null hypothesis 
associated with this research question was, "There is no relationship between the S WEB S 
scores and status as an at-risk student, special education student, general education student, 
the type of special education goals, the number of discipline referrals, and academic 
indicators." 
The number of behavioral special education goals had small to moderate (.2 to .8) 
significant and positive correlations with S WEB S scores. Positive moderate (.5 to .8) and 
significant correlations were found between the number of behavioral goals and total score, 
the social needs factor, and the conduct factor. Small (.2 to .5) and significant correlations 
were found between the number of behavioral goals and academic survivals skills. 
Significant weak (less than |.2| to small (.2 to .5) negative correlations were found with I TBS 
scores to S WEBS factor and total scores. There is evidence of significant mean differences 
between scores of general education students, at-risk students, and special education students. 
In other words, at-risk students received higher mean S WEB S scores than did general 
education students and special education students received higher mean S WEBS scores than 
did at-risk students. These significant relationships disprove the null hypothesis and higher 
124 
scores on S WEB S total and factor scores appear to be indicators that a student has more 
need. 
Validity of any instrument includes the criterion validity mentioned above, but other 
sources of validity are also very important for practical application. Therefore other aspects 
of the S WEB S validity will be discussed, even though it is somewhat outside research 
question #2, but is in fact important for research question #3. As mentioned earlier, S WEBS 
(Pierson, 2003) items were developed through review literature to have content validity by 
design (see Table 58). In the final recommended 3-factor format developed during this study, 
10 items are aligned with the Iowa At-Risk Standards (Iowa Department of Education, 1996), 
11 items with the Early Warning Timely Response (Dwyer et al., 1998), 10 items with the 
Surgeon General's Report on Youth Violence (U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, 2001a), and 8 items are aligned with other sources in literature. Please note that 
some items align to more than one source and thus do not add to 26 items. 
Lacity and Jansen (1994) define face validity as making common sense and being 
persuasive and seeming right to the reader. In the interviews and surveys, the educators 
indicated face validity of S WEB S items. Concurrent validity with other behavioral scales 
was not examined. 
Finally, Salvia and Ysseldyke (1988) state that reliability is a necessary condition for 
validity and interpretability. Thus, as indicated in the previous section about reliability, this 
condition appears to have been met. 
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Table 58: Alignment of Final S WEBS Items to Literature 
Item LA At-Risk Early Warning Surgeon General's Other* 
Standards Timely Response Report on Youth 
Violence 
Gender V 
1. The student has difficulty following school V V V 
rules. 
2. The student has few friends or weak social V V V 
3. The student has peer group that makes poor V V V 
choices. 
5. The student is worrisome or anxious. V 
6. The student is verbally aggressive toward V 
peers or adults. 
V 7. Significant family stress reported by student 
or parent (financial, medical, conflict, 
death/loss). 
V V V 8. The student has a poor attitude toward 
school. 
9. The student has poor academic performance. V V V 
11. The student is dishonest, deceptive, or V 
sneaky. 
V 12. The student has difficulty focusing, 
concentrating, or is distractible, or inattentive. 
V 13. The student appears angiy. 
V 14. The student is physically aggressive toward V 
peers or adults. 
V 15. The student exhibits sad or flat affect, 
depression or feelings of worthlessness. 
V 16. The student has poor social skills. 
17. The student is, or perceives to be, a victim V V 
of harassment, persecution, or bullying by 
peers. 
V 20. The student does not express feelings or 
does not express feelings appropriately. 
V 21. The student has difficulty completing large 
projects or long-term goals. 
V 22. The student makes threats of violence. 
23. The student bullies others. V 
24. The student has difficulty adjusting to V 
changes in routine or to transitions. 
25. The student has demonstrated intolerance V 
for differences or prejudicial attitudes. 
V 26. The student has expressed suicidal thoughts 
or has history of a suicide attempt. 
V 27. The student is not considerate of other's 
feelings. 
V 30. The student has poor organizational skills. 
V 31. The student has poor work completion. 
V 32. The student does not express needs or does 
not express needs appropriately. 
*Items in this column have origins or are derivations of indicators from sources including articles 
about academic survival skills, the DSM-IV, or other behavior rating scales as indicated earlier. 
S WEBS and Instructional Decisionmaking 
Research question 3 asked, "How were S WEBS data used by educators to reach 
instructional decisions related to student needs?" Various themes regarding the use of the 
S WEB S data were evident, and discussion is organized by theme below. 
Justification of Services to Individual Students 
The educators in this study felt that S WEB S identified student need and could be used 
to justify special education or at-risk referrals to potentially get services for individuals. 
Several teachers indicated that they were cognizant of students who displayed frequent and 
outwardly directed behaviors. However, they report that S WEB S data were helpful to direct 
their attention to those with less frequent or more internalizing social/emotional issues. The 
notion that behavioral screening leads to support for children's needs is supported in the 
literature (CECP, 2003c; IDEA, 2004; OSEP, 2005; Sugai & Horner, 2002; Walker & 
Severson, 1992; Walker, Severson, & Feil, 1994) and the notion that internalizing behaviors 
may be overlooked without specific screening measures is supported (Nelson et al., 2002). 
The researcher suggests that the S WEB S can be used to justify which student may be 
referred for further assessment in traditional systems. In systems using Responsiveness-to 
Intervention (RTI) it may be appropriate that S WEB S be used for rudimentary problem 
analysis at the lower levels of a 4-tiered problem solving model (e.g., 1 & 2) or as screening 
tool to determine which students might receive a general education standard treatment 
protocol before referral for program entitlement. Students who do not respond to these 
interventions likely will need a higher level of problem analysis than provided by the 
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S WEB S alone as it does not lend to specific reasons why the teacher is concerned, only the 
type of concern endorsed by the teacher. 
Patterns 
Use of the S WEB S data by the data teams revealed patterns of concern that were not 
realized previously by the educators. One such pattern noticed by educators was the high 
percentage of concern for inattention and distractibility, which ranged, by school, from 21% 
to 26% of the consented sample. This information led to discussions of how instructional 
groups might be formed or how the school might respond to the needs of subgroups of 
students, or how instructional resources could be aligned to meet student need. The 
researcher felt that the dialogue created by examination of the S WEB S data was a potential 
precursor to change. Such dialogue has potential for increasing the efficient use of resources 
to meet student need. Had these students been referred for problem solving individually it 
would not have resulted in the potential efficiency of group intervention or core (school-
wide) instructional changes. The possibility also exists that teachers may have encouraged 
many parents to seek medical evaluation for attention deficit disorders. The prevalence of 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) is approximately 3-5% of the childhood 
population (Barkley, 1998). Thus, in the schools examined for this study, 16-23% of the 
students endorsed by the teachers as having a concern with inattention or distractibility were 
distractible for reasons other than ADHD. Therefore, an appropriate treatment for such a 
large pattern of concern may include changes in instruction, curriculum, environment, 
schedules, and motivational systems, etc., on a larger scale such as school-wide or class-
wide. 
128 
Instructional Grouping vs. Systemic Changes 
The data reports given to the teachers grouped students by item of concern and grade 
level. This led to much discussion from teachers regarding the potential to make general 
education instructional groups based on individual items. This concept was also of great 
attraction to the researcher, but, upon further thought, has some limitations that were noted 
earlier. Nonetheless, instructional grouping for non-intrusive general education interventions 
would be appropriate given the guidelines suggested in the reliability section. 
Justification of Systemic Services 
Another common discussion in each of the buildings was how the data might be used 
to justify adding guidance counselors. This was a topic of discussion among teachers, as the 
schools studied did not have guidance counselors. The staff surveyed reported that the 
S WEB S data indicated a student need that they were not fully capable of meeting on their 
own. Many staff reported that a guidance counselor could provide this support. There also 
was mention of the possibility of using the information as a base of information to apply for 
grants. Items with a reliability of .6 or higher (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1988) and factor scores 
might be appropriate for helping with this decision. While S WEB S might be used as one 
indicator of the levels of systemic concerns, it would be impractical to use S WEBS as a sole 
indicator for high-stakes decisions of adding or deleting whole programs. While beyond the 
scope of this study, it may be fair to say that such decisions should involve multiple data 
sources and input from all the stakeholders involved in the decision. 
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Cost of Time to Benefit 
The cost of time to benefit question is relevant to research question #3 under the 
premise that if screening is an onerous task, it will not likely be done and thus data would not 
be used to make instructional decisions. The S WEBS protocol was completed in less than 20 
minutes for a typical classroom. The survey results and interview data support that this time 
investment is worthwhile when compared to the benefit of the screening data. Survey and 
interview data suggest that an acceptable time-to-benefit level would be maintained if 
screening were conducted twice per year and all students were represented in the data. 
The assumption about cost of time to benefit noted above assumes that efficient 
means of converting the protocols into an electronic database are present as hand conversion 
of paper protocols into an electronic database proved to be an onerous task. Such methods 
could include electronically scanned protocols or web-based protocols that directly inject 
data into an electronic database. However, it should be noted that other screening systems are 
limited by how the ease of scoring affects the time efficiency of school-wide administration. 
It is the researcher's intention to develop a Web-based administration and data analysis 
system in the near future to offset the time requirements of managing the data. A screening 
process would be more likely to be chosen and used by schools if it did not tax limited 
resources yet provided good information about student need. 
School Improvement 
This study has implications for school improvement. School-wide assessment with an 
instrument such as S WEBS could, in part, help educators to determine the school's needs for 
social, emotional, and behavioral programming. Analysis of the S WEBS data might be one 
method to quantify the breadth of teacher concerns about student need. Patterns could than be 
identified, possibly leading to interventions. It is the researcher's opinion that such use of 
data could result in improved resource allocation, efficiency, and conservation. More 
research is needed to see if ongoing analysis of S WEB S data could indeed have this result. 
While analysis of S WEBS data may be a helpful tool in the school improvement 
process, it should not be the only data examined when determining school need. Review of 
discipline records, culture surveys, focus groups, and verbal input of staff regarding the data 
would be appropriate to help validate the screening data and to make further determination of 
why the concerns are occurring so that appropriate interventions can be formulated and 
implemented. 
Monitoring 
Staff also indicated that items relating to bullying would be helpful, to monitor their 
school's anti-bullying efforts. Many schools struggle with how to measure the effects of 
school-wide interventions such as anti-bullying, character education, etc. Perhaps S WEB S 
could be used, in part, to help monitor the effect of school-wide behavioral programs. The 
information provided by the S WEB S could be used in conjunction with other data such as 
discipline referrals, interviews, and direct student, parent, and teacher surveys to monitor the 
effect of such programs. 
One principal suggested, and others agreed, that a database could be developed that 
would allow longitudinal monitoring of students as one measure of intervention efficacy. 
Such a database would help to identify situations when individuals or cohorts have not 
passed predetermined cut-scores over time. Educators also felt the S WEB S data could be 
used in analysis of need, baseline for school improvement plans, baseline information for 
grant application, and monitoring. However, the S WEBS would not be an appropriate tool 
for monitoring individual student growth on interventions on a frequent basis (i.e., daily, 
weekly, or monthly). More direct measures of student progress that are sensitive to small 
changes in performance would be more appropriate. 
One school in this study had an electronic database of student discipline that also 
could be used for screening and monitoring. S WEB S data could enhance that process by 
screening for internalizing behaviors and other concerns before escalation to the level of an 
office referral. The other two schools in this study did not have an electronic database that 
could be examined for such needs and thus S WEBS helped to provide a manner in which to 
screen and examine student need efficiently. In all, the S WEB S perhaps could provide the 
benefit of identifying student need, whether or not there is a universal screening system 
based on discipline in place. 
Time of Year and Repetition of Administration 
While some educators in this study recommended screening in fall, winter, and 
spring, the majority recommend that S WEBS data be collected and analyzed data twice per 
year. They cited perspicacious distribution of students into classes for the following school 
year and to allocate resources at two different times of the year. Thus, the system might be 
better prepared to respond to the needs of students each term. Their recommendation is thus a 
continuous school improvement cycle. 
The researcher recommends administration of the S WEB S during the months of 
October and April based on the following considerations: 
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1) Survey and interview data support two administrations of S WEBS per year. 
2) Survey and interview data support administration in the fall and in the spring. 
3) Survey respondents recommended administration during the months of October 
and April. 
4) Waiting until the month of October for the first administration of S WEBS gives 
the teachers adequate time to get to know the students and observe behaviors over 
time. Additionally, many behavior scales require that the rater have the child in 
their class for 4 to 6 weeks before rating. 
5) Administration in April would provide a post-test of instructional and curricular 
efficacy while still providing enough time to use the data to respond to remaining 
needs of students within the same academic year and to use the data in planning 
class lists and allocate resources for the coming fall. 
6) While some suggested administration in the middle of the school year (proximal 
to January), there was more support to limit screening activities to twice per year. 
However, this would not limit a school from assessing needs three times per year 
if they so choose. 
Null Hypothesis #3 Found to be False 
Null hypothesis #3 stated, "Educators, through surveys and interviews, will not report 
that screening with S WEB S is valid and useful for making educational decisions about 
student social, emotional, and behavioral need." In the opinion of the researcher, the 
responses provided by the educators in surveys and interviews suggest that the null 
hypothesis is false. 
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Implications for the field of education 
Feil et al. (2002) suggested that behavioral needs be identified with the same fervor as 
academic needs and that early intervention is one of the best strategies for diverting 
behavioral at-risk children from a destructive life path. While some educators may hope that 
the normalizing process of schooling will help children grow out of behavior problems, 
research shows that children are more likely to grow into behavior problems (Feil et al., 
2002). Universal screening procedures are a first step to identifying which students should 
receive early intervention. 
The S WEB S is one screening instrument to collect school-wide data for considering 
the needs of the students in the school system and for individual students. It is the opinion of 
the researcher that this screening tool, when combined with positive behavioral supports, 
could help schools to increase the efficiency of social, emotional, and behavioral 
interventions by providing a better match of resources to student need. Thus the potential is 
great for increased academic engagement; less time spent managing behavior, and more time 
spent teaching (Scott, 2001). Such outcomes could help schools, in part, to improve learning, 
improve test scores, and to reduce drop-outs. Thus S WEB S or other universal screening 
instruments may be helpful to schools to meet the demands of NCLB and increase efficiency. 
More research is needed to see if such implications ring true. 
IDEA 2004, for the first time, allows a percentage of special education dollars to be 
spent to intervene through general education. Such a provision offers a chance for educators 
to be creative with resources to meet the needs of general education, at-risk, and special 
education in new, efficient ways. It is the researcher's vision that an instrument like S WEBS 
could play an important role in the transformation of support to students. For example, 
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S WEBS data might help to identify student need regardless of special education entitlement 
status and help to group students by instructional need for short term interventions rather than 
by program of entitlement. Thus, data could be used to deliver services to students to meet 
their needs rather than to determine for which programs the students are entitled. For 
example, a small group of general and special education students may need short-term 
intervention in study skills and another small group of general and special education students 
may need short-term interventions for managing anxiety and stress. Perhaps a general 
education teacher on staff has expertise in study skill development and a special education 
teacher on staff has expertise with teaching stress management. Rather than having the 
general education teacher teach stress management and study skills to general education 
students while the special education teacher also teaches stress management and study skills 
to special education students, more efficient groupings might be created. For example, the 
general education teacher could teach one group of combined special and general education 
students study skills while the special education teacher teaches a combined group of general 
and special education students stress management. This arrangement could allow staff to 
provide short-term interventions within their areas of expertise making for efficient use of 
instructional staff and improving the quality of instruction to students. 
While beyond the scope of this study, it is the researcher's opinion that the flexibility 
afforded by IDEA 2004 and data provided by the S WEBS could lead to creative solutions 
such as the one described above. In such situations, improvements may be possible to benefit 
students, teachers, and administrators. Students may benefit from having their needs 
identified more prescriptively than discipline data alone can provide. Nelson et al. (2002) 
reported that when using discipline data as an indicator, large numbers of needy children 
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would not be identified for intervention even if the criterion for identification was set as low 
as one office discipline referral. Therefore, all students screened with S WEBS, not just those 
referred to the office for discipline, could benefit from a better match of instruction to need. 
Furthermore, because teachers' expertise could be matched to student need by instructional 
need rather than by program status, the students might benefit from an increased quality of 
instruction. Students might also benefit as instruction and services could be delivered more 
immediately based on data than within the current paradigm, which stresses procedure and 
programs. 
It is the researcher's opinion that with S WEB S data, teachers may benefit from 
increasing the efficiency and match of their instruction so that interventions can be more 
successful. Thus, their time might be spent better on instructing academic issues rather then 
reacting to behavior problems. Scott (2001) supports this notion. Teachers might be able to 
teach within their areas of strength or expertise so that lesson might be increased. It is 
anticipated that as effective behavioral supports are given to students, disruptive behavior 
may decrease and less instructional time would be spent on behavioral management. 
Supports of assistance or staff development might be flexed to teachers who indicate more 
concerns. 
Administrators also might benefit from the flexibility created within the system. Such 
flexibility may provide means for administrators to align instructional services to need with 
more ease and increase the efficiency of the system. With resources used more efficiently, it 
may be more likely that behavior issues would have less of a drain on "academic" school 
improvement efforts. Research supports the assertion that improved behavior resulting from 
systemic prevention and behavioral support leads to freed time for instruction and sharp 
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reductions in suspension days (Scott, 2001). Within this paradigm, administrators may be 
freer to foster systems that support students based on data and results than the current system, 
which is more focused on process. As a side benefit, administrative hours once used for 
disciplinary procedures could be used for other leadership tasks (Scott, 2001). 
Policymakers 
The unmet social, emotional, and behavioral needs of children has impact on the 
educational process. 
If we are to succeed in diverting the thousands of children who are currently on a 
destructive life path from long-term negative outcomes, it is imperative that we make 
far greater investments in prevention initiatives than is currently the case. Many of the 
children currently entering the schoolhouse have already been exposed to numerous, 
severe risks in their first years of life. The damaging effects of such exposure can 
easily be seen in the behavioral, emotional and social characteristics of such children 
as they try to cope with the unfamiliar demands of the school process (Feil et al., 
2002, p. 161). 
Universal screening procedures have the potential to help identify student need, thus 
allowing provision of interventions to redirect long-term negative outcomes. 
Despite the availability of screening procedures, Lane et al. (2002) suggest that two 
concerns may be "preventing prevention." The first is that schools may be concerned that if 
students who are at risk for behavior problems are identified they will be charged with the 
responsibility to provide services and supports. Schools, having limited resources and having 
uncertainty about how to best serve students identified at risk for behavior problems, may 
137 
avoid active screening. Second, there may be hesitancy to implement screening procedures 
for fear of potentially needing to serve children under IDEA for emotional/behavioral 
disabilities. When such students are identified as eligible under IDEA disciplinary options 
such as suspension and expulsion are not an option (Lane et al., 2002). Based on the 
experience of the researcher, another less evasive reason is proposed. Many educators are not 
fully aware of advancements in behavioral technologies such as identification, research-
based instruction, research-based curriculum, and prevention. This naïveté, when combined 
with pre-NCLB accountability, results in patchy or uneven services to students with social, 
emotional, and behavioral needs. The increase in accountability offered by NCLB and IDEA 
2004 combined with new behavioral technologies has created a turning point of opportunity 
for systemic improvement. Early identification, positive behavioral supports, and treatment 
surely have the potential to save society the long-term costs of intensive mental health and 
judicial interventions, while improving the quality of lives for many students to help them 
become productive taxpaying citizens (Feil et al., 2002). 
Given the indications of staff in this study that S WEB S was helpful for screening 
social, emotional, and behavioral needs but true application of the data was limited by the 
less than complete participation rates of the students, policymakers might consider friendly 
policies toward universal screening procedures for social, emotional, and behavioral needs. 
Thus, when universal screening is used, all students might be screened and a complete 
picture of school-wide behavior needs might be possible. Policymakers might consider seed 
money for pilot projects to study how schools might use behavioral screening data to increase 
efficiencies of service over time. Such pilot projects might include exploration of flexible 
service designs like the one envisioned above. 
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S WEBS and other behavioral screening tools might have the potential to help schools 
determine need and to design appropriate interventions to meet student needs through 
differentiated instruction and curriculum. 
Cautions 
Educators using an instrument like S WEB S need to take responsibility to follow the 
intent of screening. Educators using the S WEBS are cautioned to remember that the S WEB S 
must be used appropriately in light of the assessment question being asked. The S WEB S is 
intended to help educators determine which students are at-risk for not having their social, 
emotional, and behavioral needs met. 
The S WEB S is not intended to be a tool to place students into unproven or ineffective 
programs. Using the S WEB S solely to place students into at-risk or special education 
programming without regard to providing effective general education interventions aligned to 
a validated area of concern would be inappropriate. The intent of the S WEBS is not to seek 
identification of pathology, but to align effective instructional services to student need. While 
it is important to identify needs for intervention, professionals need to be wary of attaching 
labels to young children (Webster-Stratton, 1997) or targeting troublemakers (Dwyer et al., 
1998). 
Educators are cautioned to consider that the S WEB S collects perceptual data 
regarding students. Perceptions from rater to rater can vary as can behavior vary from setting 
to setting. If the guidelines in the previous paragraph for the intent and use of the screening 
tool are followed, the risks of using such perceptual data become more acceptable. Again, the 
information provided by the S WEB S is not in itself diagnostic and individual student 
concerns identified through the use of the S WEB S might be validated by looking at multiple 
data sources (e.g., discipline records, attendance records, cumulative files, observations, 
information from parents and teachers, other diagnostic data, etc.). 
The S WEBS data can be used, in part, to determine how students might be grouped to 
increase the effectiveness and efficiency of instruction. However, care must be taken as 
grouping students with high levels of behavior problems can result in students encouraging 
each other to misbehave (Dishion, Poulin, & Burraston, 2000) and aggressive classroom 
contexts may sustain loops of aggression and victimization (Leadbeater, Hoglund, & Woods, 
2003). 
As part of testing ethics, educators should keep in mind the cultural expectations of 
the setting and the diversity of the student(s) they are attempting to assess. As with other 
assessment data, educators must be careful to contextualize the assessment results and 
validate the findings with other data/assessment sources. Schools tend to reflect middle class 
expectations (Payne, 1996), and thus the concern statements are likely to reflect risk factors 
that inhibit functioning within middle class expectations. As Payne (1996) noted, "for our 
students to be successful, we must understand their hidden rules and teach them rules that 
will make them successful at school and work ... the two things that help move a person out 
of poverty are education and relationships." 
Finally, it is important to recognize the following quote as a reminder to use 
screening data wisely: 
In short, not all students who have risk factors associated with antisocial behavior or 
delinquency involve themselves in rule-breaking behavior. Risk and resilience theory 
suggests that students who do not end up with negative outcomes, despite the existing 
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risks, have some individual resiliency or protective factors with the environment that 
allow for more positive trajectories (Hawkins, Catalano, & Haggerty, 1993); Rutter, 
Giller, & Hagell, 1998) (p. 177). 
Thus educators should not use S WEB S or similar screening tools for the purpose of labeling 
troublemakers and segregating them from others, but rather to provide interventions to build 
upon student resiliency and protective factors within the environment. 
Legal Implications for the use ofSWEBS 
Research question #3 explored how educators used S WEB S data to make 
instructional decisions, and the implications were discussed above. However, universal 
behavioral screening has legal implications that should be considered before one should 
consider implementation. The purpose of this dissertation is not to identify all legal issues 
surrounding behavioral screening. However, those who wish to conduct behavioral screening 
should be aware of four laws that impact collection and use of such data. These laws include: 
• Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004, 20 U.S.C. § 1400. 
• No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) 20 U.S.C. § 6301. 
• Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) 20 U.S.C. § 1232g. 
• Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment (PPRA) 20 U.S.C. § 1232h. 
With the 2004 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA 2004), also know as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 
2004, there is a call for early identification of children's needs. This is most apparent in Part 
C, which applies to early childhood services. 
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NCLB also advises schools to use funds to prevent drug use, prevent violence, and to 
students in the learning process. The act calls for 
• Professional development and training for, and involvement of, school personnel, 
pupil services personnel, parents, and interested community members in 
prevention, education, early identification and intervention, mentoring or 
rehabilitation referral, as related to drug and violence prevention (20 U.S.C. § 115 
STAT. 1747(D)). 
• Expanded and improved school-based mental health services related to illegal 
drug use and violence including early identification and assessment (20 U.S.C. § 
115 STAT 1748 (Evii). 
• Counseling, mentoring, referral services and other student assistance practices and 
programs including assistance provided by qualified school-based mental health 
services providers and the training of teacher by school-based mental health 
service providers in appropriate identification and intervention techniques for 
students at risk of violent behavior and illegal use of drugs (20 U.S.C. § 115 
STAT 1748 (E x). 
• Innovative assistance programs including the "Expansion and improvement of 
school-based mental health services, including early identification of drug use and 
violence, assessment, and direct individual or group counseling services provided 
to students, parents and school personnel by qualified school-based mental health 
services personnel" (20 U.S.C. § 115 STAT 1782 (14)). 
• Programs to rely on diagnostic-prescriptive model to improve students' learning 
of academic content at elementary and secondary levels (20 U.S.C. § 115 STAT 
1782(26). 
• A description of how the local education agency (LEA) will provide training to 
enable teachers to "improve student behavior in the classroom and identify early 
and appropriate interventions to help students described in subparagraph (A) 
learn" (20 U.S.C. § 115 STAT 1630 (B)). 
• LEAs to create a well-disciplined environment conducive to learning, which 
includes consultation between teachers, principals, and other school personnel to 
identify early warning signs of drug use and violence and to provide behavioral 
interventions as part of classroom management efforts (20 U.S.C. § 115 STAT 
1746 blCii). 
• The promotion of school readiness through early childhood emotional and social 
development (20 U.S.C. § 115 1853 (sec. 5542)). 
• Use technology to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve teaching and 
decisionmaking (20 U.S.C. § 115 STAT 2083 (E). 
The S WEB S provides one means for early identification leading to prescriptive 
intervention. It may help determine which students are in need of intervention. S WEB S may 
be one screening tool, or a first step in a diagnostic-prescriptive model, that might help 
improve students' learning of academic content. S WEBS has promise to be part of a needs 
assessment to improve behavior in the schools and thus enhance academic engagement. 
Finally, S WEBS is a promising tool for collecting and analyzing data that might help 
improve teaching and instructional decisionmaking. Thus, SWEBS is one tool that has 
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promise to help meet the intensions of NCLB to improve student's academic, behavioral, and 
social functioning. 
FERPA. 
Under FERPA (20 U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 CFR Part 99), parents or eligible students have 
the right to inspect and review the students' education records maintained by the school. 
Generally, schools must have written permission from the parent or eligible student to release 
any information from the record. However, schools may disclose those records without 
consent to: 
• school officials with legitimate educational interest, 
• schools to which the student is transferring, 
• comply with a judicial order to lawfully issued subpoena, 
• appropriate officials in cases of health and safety emergencies, and 
• juvenile justice system authorities pursuant to State law (partial listing, See 34 
CFR § 99.31 for complete listing). 
Under FERPA, parents should be allowed to see their child's screening results. The 
SWEBS results can be shared with school staff members who have a legitimate educational 
interest in the child's programming. The SWEBS results would be releasable as an 
educational record when a student transfers. Therefore, SWEBS data may be analyzed by 
school staff when used for school-wide decisionmaking. Schools considering using SWEBS 
should consider if their current policies regarding record access are consistent with ethical 
use of behavioral screening data. For example, 
• How and where will the information be stored? 
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• Will those with access to SWEBS results have training regarding issues of 
confidentiality an appropriate use of data? 
• Who will be given access to data and under what conditions? 
• Is it the intent that postsecondary institutions (i.e., a military recruiter) be able 
to see SWEBS results? 
PPRA. 
PPRA (20 U.S.C. § 1232h; 34 CFR Part 98) requires schools to obtain active parental 
consent before minor students are required to participate in any ED-funded survey, analysis, 
or evaluation that reveals information concerning: 
1. Political affiliations; 
2. Mental and psychological problems potentially embarrassing to the student 
and his/her family; 
3. Sex behavior and attitudes; 
4. Illegal, anti-social, self-incriminating, and demeaning behavior; 
5. Critical appraisals of other individuals with whom respondents have close 
family relationships; 
6. Legally recognized privileged or analogous relationships, such as those of 
lawyers, physicians, and ministers; 
7. Religious practices, affiliations, or beliefs of the student or the student's 
parents; or 
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8. Income (other than that required by law to determine eligibility for 
participation in a program or for receiving financial assistance under such 
program). 
Parents or students who believe their rights under PPRA may have been violated may file a 
complaint to the department of education. SWEBS does ask questions of protected areas; 
however, it is not a survey administered "to students " and no information is collected "from 
students. " Instead the SWEBS is a behavioral rating scale designed to collect information 
from a teacher about his/her concerns for students. Thus, SWEBS does not meet the 
threshold for the requirement of active parental consent to screening. 
For administration of physical exams or screenings of students, PPRA requires LE As 
to work with parents to develop and adopt policies, unless the LEA or SEA had established 
comparable policies on or before the date of enactment of NCLB on January 8, 2002. Parents 
are able to opt-out of certain school activities. These activities include a student survey, and 
analysis or evaluation that concerns the eight protected areas. SWEBS does fall under this 
more ambiguous definition; therefore, opt-out provisions apply. Under this provision, LE As 
must notify the students' parent directly, through means such as U.S. Mail or email, of the 
special activities and provide an opportunity for parents to opt their child out of participation 
in the specific activity. The LEA may make this notification at the beginning of the school 
year if the approximate dates of the activity have been determined. In summary, parents 
should be provided a reasonable notification of the planned activities and be provided an 
opportunity to opt their child out, as well as an opportunity to review any pertinent surveys 
(Letter to Chief State School Officers, February 2004, United States Department of 
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Education by LeRoy S. Rooker, Director of Family Policy Compliance Office). See 
Appendix J for a model letter of the SWEBS opt-out. 
While this analysis suggests that universal screening with the SWEBS is a legitimate 
educational activity that can be carried out as long as parents are given reasonable notice and 
opportunity to opt out of screening, schools considering use of the SWEBS should consult 
their own legal counsel for interpretation in light of their state statutes and regulations. 
The researcher anticipates that, although opt-out procedures may prevent some 
students from being screened, enough students will be screened to allow meaningful 
interpretation of data for school-wide decisionmaking. 
Recommendations for Future Research and Development 
Behavioral screening and the programmatic implications of behavioral screening 
should continue to be researched. The inter-rater reliability of the SWEBS has not been 
determined for grades 7 through 12 and, if researched, would allow for field studies in the 
secondary setting. The cut-scores developed in Pierson (2003) and for this dissertation are 
arbitrary, based on theoretical percentile points (80th and 95th percentiles) based on the raw 
data of Pierson (2003). More research is needed to determine if these cut-scores are 
appropriate to sort students into interventions for the 3-tier school-wide model. Such research 
might also explore the differences of use when local cut-scores are developed as compared to 
using the cut-scores suggested in this study. 
Research of criterion validity to other assessment methods; for example, comparisons 
of SWEBS to other widely recognized diagnostic behavior rating scales such as the Child 
Behavior Checklist (Achenbach, 2001) or the Assessment System for Children (Reynolds & 
Kamphaus, 1992) or another school-wide screening instrument such as the Systemic 
Screening for Behavior Disorders (Walker & Severson, 1992) would be informative. Further 
inquiry into the relationships of SWEBS scores to variables such as academic achievement, 
graduations rates, and grades would also be informative to further understand the relationship 
between behavioral concerns and academics. 
It would be informative to have independent analysis of how educators use SWEBS 
data in situations where the complete population of the school can be screened do determine 
if the findings here are accurate or artifact of limited sampling or of researcher bias. Field 
studies to determine what format of display of SWEBS data are most useful for educational 
decisionmaking or what procedures are most appropriate for validating problems flagged by 
SWEBS would be informative to the practice of universal screening. 
Research to determine if treatment protocols based on factor or items are appropriate 
would inform practice. Longitudinal research of SWEBS items to determine if endorsement 
of some SWEBS items are critical events (Gresham, MacMillan, & Bocian, 1996) may help 
to determine if some items have more weight to predict certain life outcomes. 
Finally, it would be helpful to develop a complementary parent- and student-
completed scale of the SWEBS to provide a multiple rater format to the SWEBS screening 
process so that parental and student input on behaviors could also be efficiently obtained and 
used to help validate school screening results. 
Recommended Interpretation Procedures 
While more field studies are needed to solidify the most appropriate procedures for 
interpreting SWEBS data, here are some guidelines. It is recommended that the data team 
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first assess need at a school-wide level and then examine student need at an individual level. 
An electronic database program that allows for disaggregating data by grade level and by 
gender could help speed the interpretive process. It is also recommended that data be 
disaggregated by ethnicity, socioeconomic status, entitlement in special education, and by 
designation as ELL. Other sources of disaggregation may also be relevant depending on the 
data available in each school. NCLB makes schools accountable to their subgroups of 
students thus it is important to consider the implications of aggregated and disaggregated 
data when designing school-wide interventions. Disaggregation of the data may also increase 
the likelihood that instruction and curriculum will be differentiated appropriately to the 
varying needs of each member of the student body. 
Summary 
The social, emotional, and behavioral needs of students often are met too late, 
increasing the cost of intervention and decreasing intervention efficacy. Educators need a 
system to identify the social, emotional, and behavioral needs of students so that appropriate 
interventions can be put in place. Continued research on SWEBS and other universal 
behavioral screening tools may help us find ways to decrease the financial and human costs 
of intervening too late. The educators in this study reported potential uses of SWEBS that 
may be helpful to match the right instruction to the right students in an efficient manner. 
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APPENDIX A: Definition of Terms 
Academic survival skills: Zigmond, Kerr, and Schaeffer (1988) define them as non-
academic behaviors that meet daily classroom demands and are particularly critical at 
the secondary level where teachers expect responsible behavior. 
Externalizing behaviors: Walker & Severson (1992) define them as, "refers to all behavior 
problems that are directed outwardly, by the student, toward the external social 
environment. Externalizing behavior problems usually involve behavioral excess (i.e., 
too much behavior) and are considered inappropriate by teachers and other school 
personnel" (p. 8). 
Internalizing behaviors: Walker & Severson (1992) define them as "refers to all behavior 
problems that are directed inwardly (i.e., away from the external social environment) 
and that represent problems with self. Internalizing behavior problems are often self-
imposed and frequently involve behavioral deficits and patterns of social avoidance" 
(p. 9). 
Large Town (Urban): Town not within a Metropolitan Statistical Area, with a population 
greater than or equal to 25,000 (NCES, 2003). 
Metropolitan Statistical Area: The NCES (2003) defines them as 
Those areas that: (1) include a city of at least 50,000 population, or (2) include a 
Census Bureau-defined urbanized area (of at least 50,000 population) with a total 
metropolitan population of at least 100,000 (75,000 in New England). In addition to 
the county(ies) containing the main city or urbanized area, an MSA may include 
additional counties that have strong economic and social ties to the central county(ies) 
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and meet specified requirements of metropolitan character. The ties are determined 
chiefly by census data on commuting to work. A metropolitan statistical area may 
contain more than one city with a population of 50,000 and may cross state lines 
(NCES, 2003, glossary section). 
Primary prevention: Identification and intervention with the large group (Nelson et al., 
2002; O'Shaughnessy et al., 2003; and Sugai & Homer, 2002). 
Secondary prevention: When between 5% and 20% of students are in the same performance 
range, the appropriate action is to plan small-group strategic interventions based on 
the needs of students (Nelson et al., 2002; O'Shaughnessy et al., 2003; Sugai & 
Homer, 2002) 
Rural, inside Metropolitan Statistical Area: A place with less than 2,500 people and coded 
rural and inside a Metropolitan Statistical Area by the Census Bureau (NCES, 2003). 
Rural, outside Metropolitan Statistical Area: A place with less than 2,500 people and 
coded rural and outside a Metropolitan Statistical Area by the Census Bureau (NCES, 
2003). 
Tertiary prevention: When fewer than 5% of students are in the same performance range, 
the appropriate action is to plan intensive individualized interventions based on 
student need (Nelson et al., 2002; O'Shaughnessy et al., 2003; and Sugai & Homer, 
2002). 
Universal screening: Screening of all students in a school. Screening is to find those 
individuals that may require further diagnostic evaluation or may benefit from 
interventions in a 3-tiered school-wide model. Screening should not be confused with 
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diagnosis (Feil et al., 2002, Nelson et al., 2002, O'Shaughnessy et al., 2003; Walker 
& Severson, 1992). 
Urban Fringe of Mid-Size City: Place within a Metropolitan Statistical Area of a Mid-size 
Central City and defined as urban by the Census Bureau (NCES, 2003). 
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APPENDIX B: Presentation Given to Teachers 
Following are the slides of an informational presentation given to teachers at each school 
prior to the start of the research project. 
School-wide behavior screening: 
Matching resources to student need 
Presented March 24», 2004 
by 
Christopher Charles Pierson 
Progressive Intervention 
Instructional Decision Making (IDM) 
A# tevete are linked and inter-related 
Ways to screen your population 
• Review of discipline data (i.e. SWIS) 
• Behavior rating scales 
-Administration time (5 to 20 minutes per 
student) 
» Systematic Screening for Behavior 
Disorders 
- Multi-gated class-wide administration (60 to 90 
minutes plus to observations of 15 minutes by 
trained observer) 
» School-wide Efficient Behavior Screening 
Goals of my Capstone Experience 
Develop a school-wide behavior screening 
instrument conducive to progressive levels of 
intervention and school-wide data-based 
decision making 
Develop items based on literature and research 
Validate îtie instrument and determine factor 
structure 
Formulate recommendations for flu. 
development of the assessment sy 
dissertation research. 
Methods: Item development 
• Surgeon General's Report on Youth 
Violence 
• Iowa standards for serving at-risk students 
• Early Warning, Timely Response 
• Mental health indicators (i.e. DSM-IV) 
« Academic survival sM#s 
Why use the SWEBS? 
- Will provide universal screening and sort students 
into levels of progressive intervention. 
• Will help schools match resources to student 
need at an appropriate level of Intensity. 
• Will help identify student needs that may be 
overlooked (i.e. internalizes) 
• Data can be aggregated or disaggregated to help 
sdiools monk* needs of student 
eS 
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Limitations & Cautions 
- Designed to pkk out those of concern and a not a 
sem#ve measure to detem*ie degree of pos#ve 
behaviors 
- NemswontedtobemostlncliBlveofpobnllal 
concerns 
• Dependent on knowledge and perception of the 
rater 
- SoeenlngnotdlaQnosK requires addKonal 
pn*#em analysa (menlew*. records reviews. 
observations and/or diagnostic rating scales). 
» Intended only to align interventions to students, 
and Is not intended for labeling and placement in 
unproven or poorly researched programs 
Overview for staff 
Obtaining signatures from parents and students 
Set-up of class lists 
AdmWskaUon time per teadier 20 to 30 minutes 
AddmonaladmWskalonArttermMig Inter-rater 
reMaiatywËh shortened student #st (sped# ed. 
art. music teachers and possMy associates) 
DedsbnmaMnQ(lwMaUendasapaMk*an  ^
observe;) 
Anklpale one to two ko» gnu* Interviews h Fa# 
Time Investment of Pilot Sites 
Further Research on the SWEBS 
* P#ot (he SWEBS in several schools to 
determine: 
- Bene# of the SWEBS as a deasbn-making tod 
as we# as the prackaity of suggested od-
sa*e& 
- Determine dknt perceptions of SWEBS utiWy 
andcost-bene#l 
- If possible, determine usefulness with diverse 
popuWons. 
» Explore mbf-mbr m#ab#y 
" FuMher explore cntehon reWAty. 
Potential Benefit of Participation 
» Free mWenalbeh*4on</sodal screening. 
• Data printouts provided for instructional decision-
maMng(lndudhgaggmga@onanddlsaggrega&)n 
of data). 
« Your response to identified concerns may improve 
student behavioral health and improve school 
climate. May Identify previously undetected 
concerns. 
* MaybeauseM data tool toalgnyour 
Instructional efforts and resources to the 
appropriate poups, thus Increasing the emdency 
of your resource allocation. 
» Have a voice in the future development of this 
dedskmmaMngtooL 
Sa4iOsw^K»*6^«sfe6Cifte^«;B#ê»«srQ»s«ri«Csfff*odS» 
# * # * # #  m tat m m m m *** «H 
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APPENDIX C: IRB Documents 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY Institutional Review Board 
Office of Research Compliance 
Vice Provost for Research and 
Advanced Studies 
2810 Beardshear Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011-2036 
515 294.4566 
FAX 515 294-7288 
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
TO: Christopher Pierson 
FROM: Ginny Austin, IRB Coordinator 
RE: IRB ID # 03-475 
DATE REVIEWED: April 15, 2003 
The project, "Development of a School-wide Behavioral Screening Instrument: matching Resources 
to Student Need" has been declared exempt from Federal regulations as described in 45 CFR 
46.101(b)(2). 
(2) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, 
achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior, 
unless: (i) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can be 
identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any disclosure of 
the human subjects' responses outside the research could reasonably place the subjects at 
risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial standing, 
employability, or reputation. 
To be in compliance with ISU's Federal Wide Assurance through the Office of Human Research 
Protections (OHRP) all projects involving human subjects, must be reviewed by the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB). Only the IRB may determine if the project must follow the requirements of 
45 CFR 46 or is exempt from the requirements specified in this law. Therefore, all human subject 
projects must be submitted and reviewed by the IRB. 
Because this project is exempt it does not require further IRB review and is exempt from the 
Department of Health and Human Service (DHHS) regulations for the protection of human subjects. 
We do, however, urge you to protect the rights of your participants in the same ways that you would 
if IRB approval were required. This includes providing relevant information about the research to 
the participants. Although this project is exempt, you must carry out the research as proposed in the 
IRB application, including obtaining and documenting (signed) informed consent, if applicable to 
yourprojec:. 
Any modification of this research should be submitted to the IRB on a Continuation and/or 
Modification form to determine if the project still meets the Federal criteria for exemption. If it is 
determined that exemption is no longer warranted, then an IRB proposal will need to be submitted 
and approved before proceeding with data collection. 
ce: ELPS: Educational Administration 
HSRO/OCR 9/02 
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Iowa State University Human Subjects Review Form 
^ OFFICE USE ONLY 
EXPEDITED X FULL COMMITTEE ID# 
PI Last Name: Pierson Title of Project Development of a School-wide Behavioral Screening Instrument: Matching Resources to 
Student Need 
Checklist for Attachments 
The following are attached (please check): 
13. E Letter of information or written statement ro subjects indicating clearly the elements of consent: 
a) the purpose of the research & a statement that the study involves research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be removed (see item 19) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research 
d) if applicable, the location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, when and bow you will contact subjects later 
g) that participation is voluntary; nonparticipation will not affect evaluations of the subject 
h) contact information of the P.I. and if a student project, the major professor or supervising faculty member's 
contact information 
14. O A copy of the signed informed consent form (if applicable). (Please note: this document will be stamped with the 
project's approval and expiration dates. These stamped documents will be returned to the PI for copying and use; 
do not make copies of the document without the stamp) 
15. E3 Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
16. 0 Data-gathering instruments 
17. E3 Recruitment fliers or any other documents the subjects will see 
18. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects. If using secondary data, the start date will be when the PI has access to and starts to use the 
data. Allow at least two weeks for review of your proposal before your anticipated start dais. 
First contact Last contact 
4/21/2003 6/15/2003 
Month/Day/Year Month/Day/Year 
19. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or 
audio or visual tapes will be erased: 
Month/Day/Year 
20. Signature of Departmental Executive Officer Date Department or Administrative Unit 
yÀ/3 r LfJ 
I6me PI or co-PI is also the DEO, a Dean signature authorit/ must sign here. 
21. Initial action by the Institutional Review Board (IRB); 
Project approved f"~l Pending Further Review Q Project not approved 
Date Date 
• No action required 
Date 
22. Follow-up action by the IRB: 
Project approved • Project not approved Project not resubmitted 
Date 
Rick Sharp 
1/02 
HEARTLAND 
AREA EDUCATION AGENCY li 
March 10,2003 
Dr. Donald Hackmann 
Iowa State University 
N229D Lagomarcino 
Ames, IA 50011 
Dear Dr. Hackmann: 
I am writing this letter to confirm that Heartland AEA is working with Chris Pierson on 
his Capstone Project. 
Chris is developing a class-wide screening for at-risk factors of 
social/emotional/behavioral well-being. 
We understand that Chris is working with his committee on his proposal, and Chris 
recognizes the need to secure Human Subjects approval from ISU, to have his proposal 
reviewed by the research review group at AEA 11, as well as working through any local 
district policy for conducting research in schools. 
We are excited about this project and look forward to the results. School-wide screening 
and intervention for behavior, if successful, will help schools meet the daunting but do­
able challenges presented through No Child Left Behind. 
If you have any questions, please call me at 800-362-2720. 
Sincerely, 
Martin J. Iked^fh. D. 
Coordinator of Research and Special Projects 
Heartland AEA 11 
6500 Corporate Drive. Johnston. iA 5013H603 • 95/270-9030 • 800/362-2720 • fax 515/270-5383 - http://www.aeaH.kl2ja.uS 
The mission of Heartland AEA II is to improve education b) supporting all learners through clml-l&used services, partnerships, and leadership. 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY Institution#! Review Board Office of Research Compliant 
Vice Provoet for Raewdi «nd 
Advanced Stwdks 
2810 Be*rdsh«tr HaD 
Ames, loan 50011 2036 
194-45% 
FAX 513 194-7288 
Of SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
TO: Christopher Pierson 
FROM; Ginny Austin, IRB Administrator 
PROJECT TITLE: "School-wide behavior screening for instructional decision making" 
RE: IRB ID No.: 04-026 
APPROVAL DATE: February 17, 2004 REVIEW DATE: February 17,2004 
LENGTH OF APPROVAL: 1 Year CONTINUING REVIEW DATE: February 16,2005 
TYPE OF APPLICATION: 0 New Project • Continuing Review 
Your human subjects research project application, as indicated above, has been approved by 
the Iowa State University IRB #1 for recruitment of subjects not to exceed the number 
indicated on the application form. All research for this study must be conducted according to 
the proposal that was approved by the IRB. If written informed consent is required, the IRB-
stamped and dated Informed Consent Document(s), approved by the IRB for this project only, 
are attached. Please make copies from the attached "masters" for subjects to sign upon 
agreeing to participate. The original signed Informed Consent Document should be placed in 
your study files. A copy of the Informed Consent Document should be given to the subject. 
If this study is sponsored by an external funding source, the original Assurance 
Certification/Identification form has been forwarded to the Office of Sponsored Programs 
Administration. 
The IRB must conduct continuing review of research at intervals appropriate to the degree of 
risk, but not less than once per year. Renewal is the Pi's responsibility, but as a reminder, you 
will receive notices at least 60 days and 30 days prior to the next review. Please note the 
continuing review date for your study. 
Any modification of this research project must be submitted to the IRB for review and 
approval, prior to implementation. Modifications include but are not limited to: changing the 
protocol or study procedures, changing investigators or sponsors (funding sources), including 
additional key personnel, changing the Informed Consent Document, an increase in the total 
number of subjects anticipated, or adding new materials (e.g., letters, advertisements, 
questionnaires). Any future correspondence should include the IRB identification number 
provided and the study title. 
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Approval letter 
Page 2 
Pierson 
You must promptly report any of the following to the IRB: (1) all serious and/or unexpected 
adverse experiences involving risks to subjects or others; and (2) any other unanticipated 
problems involving risks to subjects or others. 
Your research records may be audited at any time during or after the implementation of your 
study. Federal and University policy require that all research records be maintained for a 
period of three (3) years following the close of the research protocol. If the principal 
investigator terminates association with the University before that time, the signed informed 
consent documents should be given to the Departmental Executive Officer to be maintained. 
Research investigators are expected to comply with the University's Federal Wide Assurance, 
the Belmont Report, 45 CFR 46 and other applicable regulations prior to conducting the 
research. These documents are on the Human Subjects Research Office website or are 
available by calling (515) 294-4566. 
Upon completion of the project, a Project Closure Form will need to be submitted to the Human 
Subjects Research Office to officially close the project. 
C: ELPS 
Donald Hackmann 
HSRO/ORC 8/02 
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IntA ' 
Modification Approval Date. 
Continuing Review Approval Date 
Approval Expiration Date: o? / 5~ IRB 
FEB 1 6 2004 
ISU HUMAN SUBJECTS CONTINUING REVIEW AND/OR MODIFICATION FORM 
TYPE OF SUBMISSION: • Continuing Review [xj Modification • Continuing Review and Modification 
Principal Investigator: Christopher Pierson Phone: (515) 577-8496 cell (515) 964-7292 home 
Degree: M.S.E. I Correspondence Address: 217 NW Bayberry Lane, Ankeny, IA 50021-2215 
Department: E.L.P.S. E-mail Address: piersonck@msn.com 
Project Title: School-wide behavior screening for instructional decision making. 
IRB ID: 04-026 Date of Last Continuing Review: 
IF STUDENT PROJECT 
Name of Major Professor: Donald Hackmann Phone: 515-294-4871 
Department: Educational Administration Campus Address: N229D Lagomarcino 
E-mail Address: hackmann@iastate.edu 
FUNDING INFORMATION: 
• External Grant/Contract D Internal Support (no specific funding source) or Internal Grant (indicate name below) 
Name of Funding Source: Nofunding source | QSPA Record ID on Gold Sheet 
• Part of Training, Center, Program Project Grant - Director: Overall IRB ID No: 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
The proposed project or relationship with the sponsor require the disclosure of significant financial interests that present an 
actual or potential conflict of interest for investigators involved with this project. By signing this form, all investigators certify 
that they have read and understand ISU's Conflict of Interest policy as addressed by the ISU Faculty Handbook and made all 
disclosures required by it (http://www.provost.iastate.edu/fecaltv.) 
Do you or any member of your research team have a conflict of interest? • Yes 153 No 
If yes, has the appropriate disclosure form been completed? • Yes l~lNo 
ASSURANCE 
I certify that the information provided in this application is complete and accurate and consistent with proposals) submitted to 
external funding agencies. I agree to provide proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the 
human subjects are protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the IRB for review. I agree that modifications to the 
originally approved project will not take place without prior review and approval by the Institutional Review Board, and that all 
activities will be performed in accordance with state and federal regulations and the Iowa State University Federal Wide 
Assurance. 
Ds 
Student Projects: Faculty signature indicates that this 
plication has been reviewed and is recommended for IRB review. 
LC-JL 
lucu lur nui review. i 
if Supervising Faculty Date IRB Approval Signature Date 
EXPEDITED per 45 CFR 46.110(b) , Category . 
STUDY REMAINS EXEMPT per 45 CFR 46.101(b) 
WAIVER of SIGNED CONSENT per 45 CFR 46.117(c) 
WAIVER of ELEMENTS of Consent per 45 CFR 46.116 
VULNERABLE POPULATION per 45 CFR 46. 
/J A copy of the informed consent document OR Q Letter of information with elements of consent to subjects 
[~1 A copy of the assent form if minors will be enrolled 
fx] Letter of approval from cooperating organizations or institutions allowing you to conduct research at their facility 
59 Data-gathering instruments (including surveys) 
53 Recruitment fliers or any other documents the subjects will see 
Two sets of materials should be submitted for each project - the original signed copy of the application form, one copy 
and two sets of accompanying materials. Federal regulations require that one copy of the grant application or proposal 
must be submitted for comparison. 
FOR IRB USE ONLY: 
Initial action by the Institutional Review Board (IRB): 
S Project approved. Date: <g? //01O^f D<2-Ç? Pending farther review. Date: 
• Project not approved. Date: 
Follow-up action by the IRB: 
u^V-
IRB Approval Signature) Date 
zlhhi 
Research Compliance 04/10/03 12 
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ISU IRB #1 04-026 
Approved Date: February 17,2004 
Expiration Date: February 16,2005 
PARENTAL INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
Title of Study: School-wide behavioral screening for instructional dedsion-maldng. 
Investigator: Christopher Pierson, M.S.E 
This is a research study. Please take your time in deciding if you would like have your child participate. Please feel 
free to ask questions at any time. 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study is to develop a behavioral screening system that helps schools measure the behavioral 
need of all students and to match instructional interventions to student need. It is hoped that such a behavior 
screening process can help improve services to students and improve school climate (i.e. improve social skills, 
improve student behavior, and reduce bullying). Your child's participation will help determine the technical 
adequacy of the screening system. The school's use of this information for decision-making will also be studied. 
DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES 
Your child will have no direct contact with the researcher for this project. Instead, your teacher will rate your child's 
behavior, and the behavior of all other students, using a behavior rating scale. The behavior rating scale will have a 
list of 32 behaviors and your child's teacher will indicate whether your child's behavior is of concern or not of 
concern for each. 
The information gained will be used by the principal and designated school staff to help match instructional 
interventions to student needs and to match building resources to student needs. The researcher will assist the school 
in the collection of data, the interpretation of data, and will compare individual student results to other pertinent 
student records such as discipline records, special education records, and status as an "at-risk" student. 
RISKS 
There are no foreseeable risks at this time from participating in this study. 
BENEFITS 
By allowing your child to participate in this study you will help the school better understand the needs of students. 
The information gained will help your school to match instruction to student need and to design systemic 
interventions to improve the climate of the school. It is also anticipated that such information will help the school 
better allocate instructional resources. 
It is hoped that the information gained in this study will benefit society by providing a means to efficiently screen 
student behavioral needs and to help schools systemically match interventions to student needs. 
COSTS AND COMPENSATION 
Your child will not have any costs from participating in this study. Your child will not be compensated for 
participating in this study. 
PARTICIPANT RIGHTS 
Your child's participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may refuse to have your child participate. If 
you decide to not participate, it will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by applicable laws and regulations 
and will not be made publicly available. However, federal government regulatory agencies and the Institutional 
HSR n/nrn nvn? i 
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ISU IRB #1 04-026 
Approved Dale: February 17,2004 
Expiration Date: February 16,2005 
Review Board (a committee that reviews and approves human subject research studies) may inspect and/or copy 
your child's records for quality assurance and data analysis. These records may contain private information. 
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law, the following measures will be taken. Data reports for 
decision-making will be delivered only to your school administrator and handled with the care that all confidential 
student records are handled. School names, staff names, and student names will not be revealed in publication (i.e. 
dissertation documents or journal articles). 
All research materials will be kept in a secure location, accessible only by the researcher. Electronic data (i.e. web-
surveys, emails, databases) will be managed through secure servers that are password and firewall protected. Data 
will be kept in this secure manner and destroyed by 2/9/2007. 
QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further information about the study contact 
Chris Pierson at (515) 577-8496. If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-related 
injury, please contact the Human Subjects Research Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, (515) 294-4566; 
au5tinnr@iastate.edu or the Research Compliance Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 2810 Beardshear Hall, 
(SIS'! 294-31 IS: damentfijiiastate.edu 
Cut here and return bottom section 
SUBJECT SIGNATURE 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree allow your child to participate in the study, that the study has 
been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document, and that your questions have been 
satisfactorily answered. 
Student's First Name (printed) Last Name: 
(Parent Signature) (Date) 
Your child's teacher is: 
INVESTIGATOR STATEMENT 
I certify that the participant has been given adequate time to read and learn about the study and all of their questions 
have been answered. It is my opinion that the participant understands the purpose, risks, benefits and the procedures 
that will be followed in this study and has voluntarily agreed to participate. 
Christopher Pierson (Date) 
hsro/otr ns/n? 
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ISU IRB #104-026 
Approved Date: February 17,2004 
Expiration Date: February 16,2005 
STUDENT ASSENT DOCUMENT 
Project Title: School-wide behavioral screening for instructional decision-making. 
Investigator: Christopher Pierson 
We are doing a research study. A research study is a special way to find out about 
something. We are trying to find out how help students to make good choices every day. 
If you decide that you want to be in this study, we will ask you let your teacher provide 
information about your behavior and school records to the researcher. 
If you are in this research study and the information collected shows that you need some 
help making good choices, your teacher or guidance counselor may teach you new ways 
to make good choices. 
Not everyone who is in this study will benefit. A benefit means that something good 
happens to you. We don't know if you will benefit. But we hope to learn something that 
will help other people some day. 
When we are done with the study, we will write a report about what we found out. We 
won't use your name in the report. 
You don't have to be in this study. It's up to you. If you say okay now, but you want to 
stop later, that's okay too. All you have to do is tell us. 
If you want to be in this study, please sign your name. 
I, , want to be in this research study. 
(Print your name here) 
(Sign your name here) (Date) 
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ISUIRB#! 04-026 
Approved Date: February 17,2004 
Expiration Date: February 16,2005 
INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT (TEACHER & FOCUS GROUP) 
Title of Study: School-wide behavioral screening for instructional decision-making. 
Investigator: Christopher Pierson, M.S.E 
This is a research study. Please take your time in deciding if you would like to participate. Please feel free to ask 
questions at any time. 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study is to develop a behavioral screening system that helps schools measure the behavioral 
need of all students and to match instructional interventions to student needs. Your participation will help determine 
the technical adequacy of this instrument. You are being invited to participate in this study because your school has 
chosen to be a pilot site for this screening process. Your feedback regarding the experience will be valuable in 
determining the usefulness of the screening process. Your feedback will also be useful to modify the process to be 
more helpful and efficient in the future. 
DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES 
Your participation will consist of rating students on a behavioral rating scale via a computer which, depending on 
the condition you are assigned, will take 30 to 60 minutes. The ratings of students completed by you and your fellow 
teachers will be analyzed and a report generated for instructional decision-making. Your administrator may ask for 
your involvement in making decisions with this data. After the decision-making process is complete, you will be 
solicited to complete a short survey. The survey will be designed to measure your perceptions of the screening 
instrument, the screening process, and the decision-making process. This final follow-up survey is voluntary and 
you may decline to participate. 
RISKS 
There are no foreseeable risks at this time from participating in this study. 
BENEFITS 
By participating in this study, you may benefit indirectly from gaining a better understanding of your students' 
behavioral needs. It is hoped that the information gained in this study will benefit society by providing a means to 
efficiently screen student behavioral needs and to help schools systemically match interventions to student need. It is 
also anticipated that such information could help schools better allocate instructional services. 
COSTS AND COMPENSATION 
You will not have any costs from participating in this study. You will not be compensated for participating in this 
study. 
PARTICIPANT RIGHTS 
Your participation in the follow-up survey of this study is completely voluntary and you may refuse to participate in 
the follow-up survey. If you decide to not participate in the follow-up study, it will not result in any penalty or loss 
of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by applicable laws and regulations 
and will not be made publicly available. However, federal government regulatory agencies and the Institutional 
Review Board (a committee that reviews and approves human subject research studies) may inspect and/or copy 
your records for quality assurance and data analysis. These records may contain private information. 
HSRO/ncR ns/n? 
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ISU IRB #1 04-026 
Approved Dale: February 17,2004 
Expiration Date: February 16,2005 
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law, the following measures will be taken. The names of 
students and staff will be known only to the researcher. Data reports for decision-making will be delivered only to 
your administrator and handled with the care that all confidential student records are handled. The follow-up survey 
will not require your name to be submitted; however, it will contain your job title and grade level taught in order to 
better understand the feedback. School names, staff names, and student names will not be revealed in publication 
(i.e. dissertation documents or journal articles). All research materials will be kept in a secure location, accessible 
only by the researcher. Electronic data (i.e. web-surveys, emails, databases) will be managed through secure servers 
that are password and firewall protected. Data will be kept in this secure manner and destroyed by 2/9/2007. 
Remember, if the results are published, your identity will remain confidential. 
QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further information about the study contact 
me, Chris Pierson, at (515) 577-8496. If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-
related injury, please contact the Human Subjects Research Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, (515) 294-4566; 
austingr@iastate.edu or the Research Compliance Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 2810 Beardshear Hall, 
(515V 294-3115: dament@iastate.edu 
******************************************#*****»******************************************* 
SUBJECT SIGNATURE 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in the study, that the study has been explained to 
you, that you have been given the time to read the document and that your questions have been satisfactorily 
answered. You will receive a copy of the written informed consent prior to your participation in the study. 
Subject's Name (printed) ; 
(Subject's Signature) (Date) 
INVESTIGATOR STATEMENT 
1 certify that the participant has been given adequate time to read and learn about the study and all of their questions 
have been answered. It is my opinion that the participant understands the purpose, risks, benefits and the procedures 
that will be followed in this study and has voluntarily agreed to participate. 
Christopher Pierson (Date) 
hsro/otr ns/m 
January 27, 2004 
Christopher Pierson 
217 NW Bayberry Lane 
Ankeny, IA 50021-2215 
RE: Research - SWEBS 
Dear Mr. Pierson: 
I am writing to notify you that your request to conduct research in the| 
Schools regarding the SWEBS Model has been approved. Commencement of your 
research is contingent on two events. First, you will receive final approval from the Iowa 
State Univajtitirfuman Subjects Committee. Second, you will find willing participants from 
among the^JJ teachers. 
If, in the course of your research effort, you determine that changes need to be made to your 
procedures, please submit your proposed changes to me for approval before proceeding. 
We look forward to reading your summary report of research results, due no later than six 
months after completion of data collecijûi^ lfiâStiUiltiiiUlliMUtillS3 t^0 me at the 
Curriculum and Instruction Offices at| 
Ifeoerely, 
and 
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APPENDIX D: SWEBS Items for Test Validation 
Table 59: SWEBS Items for Test Validation 
Item Concern 
1. The student has difficulty following school rules. 
2. The student has few friends or weak social ties. 
3. The student has a peer group that makes poor choices. 
4. The student is suspected gang membership or affiliation. 
5. The student is worrisome or anxious. 
6. The student is verbally aggressive toward peers or adults. 
7. The student is hyperactive, impulsive, or restless. 
8. Significant family stress reported by student or parent (financial, medical, conflict, death/loss). 
9. The student has a poor attitude toward school. 
10. The student has poor academic performance. 
11. The student steals or has been suspected of stealing. 
12. The student is dishonest, deceptive, or sneaky. 
13. The student has difficulty focusing, concentrating, or is distractible or inattentive. 
14. The student takes unsafe risks. 
15. The student appears angry. 
16. Parent(s) demonstrate little support of their child for school. 
17. The student is physically aggressive toward peers or adults. 
18. The student exhibits sad or flat affect, depression, or feelings of worthlessness. 
19. The student has poor social skills. 
20. The student is, or perceives to be, a victim of harassment, persecution, or bullying by peers. 
21. The student has expressed violence in writing or drawings. 
22. The student expresses feelings of isolation, being alone, or rejection. 
23. The student does not express feelings or does not express feelings appropriately. 
24. The student has difficult completing large project or long-term goals. 
25. The student makes threats of violence. 
26. The student bullies others. 
27. The student has difficult adjusting to changes in routine or to transitions. 
28. The student has demonstrated intolerance for differences or prejudicial attitudes. 
29. The student is not involved with community/extracurricular activities (sports, music, dance, or clubs). 
30. The student has expressed suicidal thoughts or has history of a suicide attempt. 
31. The student has displayed a recent negative change in classroom performance or social interaction. 
32. The student has an unhealthy or unkempt physical appearance. 
33. The student can't get mind off certain thoughts/obsessions or checks certain things over and over. 
34. The student is not considerate of others feelings. 
35. The student destroys other's property or school property. 
36. The student makes frequent somatic complaints (aches, nausea, dizziness, headache, hot, cold, etc.). 
37. The student does not use manners such as "please" and "thank you." 
38. The student has poor organizational skills. 
39. The student has poor work completion. 
40. The student is suspected of drug or alcohol use (reported by student, parent, peers, or other adults). 
41. The student does not express needs or does not express needs appropriately. 
42. The student is receiving special education services for academics or behavior for at least part of the day. 
43. The student is currently placed in a non-special education "at-risk" program for at least part of the day. 
School-wide Efficient Behavior Screening 
(SWEBS) 
Copyright © Christopher Charles Pierson, 2005, All rights reserved. 
School District: 
Building: 
Teacher: 
Date: / / 
Introduction: ^ 
The School-wide Behavior Screening is a behavior rating scale hd 
intended to screen for social, emotional and behavior needs of H 
students. It is not intended for diagnostic purposes. It allows the y 
teacher to rate an entire class in a relatively short time period. The H 
teacher is required only to mark with an "X" those students whom are [j 
displaying the behaviors of concern to the teacher. Because it is a .. 
screening instrument, it is designed to over-identify students. Those 
identified by this instrument would be referred a child study team or < 
professional support staff (i.e. school psychologist, school social ti 
worker, or guidance counselor) further problem validation and go 
definition. hd 
3 
Directions: o 
1. Write the school name and today's date on this protocol. § 
2. Write the names of all of your students in the numbered columns 1 
at the top of the page. 
3. Unless otherwise indicated, please place a heavy X in the box 
corresponding to a statement of concern which applies to a given 
student 
4. Most teachers find it more efficient to rate all students on one item 
at a time, working horizontally rather then vertically. 
5. It may be helpful to use a ruler to hold your place. 
TiMchvM Njine 
Date: J / 
I 'i'hu student liai diT;cult\ Joilunmg -.clmol rule-. 
i. i'lw student has lev- liicnds or Mettle atniui tics. 
?•. 1 hs >uhUjI h.is pun yiotip thai maU--> pmi ti.oii.tS 
5. TIk sUtdcol i3 wriirisviuyiii au-ii-'rus 
6. l he student is vcrh'illy aggressn v towarJ iwois ui 
7. Stgtiificjni family stress repoilvu l,y or 
parent (financial, medwil. conflict, dtfuMoss). . 
8 The bUkL'iil has ,i poorattitude toward whoul 
, 9. The suident !iu:i pc'.ur iicatjrmu juTlbiniauce, 
II Tlic student is diMiviu:.!, dvccpln v. »r sne:ilv, 
or is di-uiacublc. <v imutniive. 
13 Thv sli^nr jpp^us <uit;r\ 
14 i'ho:5iii.lvin t.: p îjMwiIiy u-.tftdl jjc-ft 
15. 'J hv i'.ndem uxiubiia sad o, fl,-,i ulLvt. duiïivsMcii 
oi led inib o:'nonliii.'isiu'ss 
16 Tlti • iudurn hM iuûr \ocial • i-iiis 
17. flic student k. or ponccuvs to bu. ,i victim vf 
hjrasxmcni pcrscculion. or buihmy bv peer-
2''> The student docs not lecliyys or noes not 
express' feclitirs uppn)|iiu'vh.. 
-1 Tile 'iiiidi-.i'. I.ji dltl'iciilty Ci>ii|jldin^ lai ;u prou-t!. 
or lonv-;crm goals. 
2.2 The i'tudMl msko threats ul' \ tolcncc 
23. T1:c student bullies oi'uurj 
24 The stud'.ni lus difficulty adjusting to tiun^i in 
routine or ic ir.i:isitioiis ; 
25 1 l:e si-ident hai licnrnstriitod mioLvjnic for 
differentum vr prejudicial attitudes 
26. The jiudoiH hits expressed suicidai ihciyhls or has 
history of a suicide attempt. " 
27 The ktudeitt is iwl consider at; ol other .s feelings 
30. The student has pox oryuu/atkiiwi xktlV. 
31 1 lie ittkbnl has poor «ork cuiniiUtioii. 
32:xThe slwfcst does not àjprcss nevtir. or does not 
APPENDIX F: Sample Data Report 
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School Two 
Confidential Report of SWEBS 
Findings 
Abbreviated example* 
*Graphs for grades 1 to 6 and item reports for items 7 through 32 eliminated to limit length. 
Names are blacked-out to provide confidentiality in this dissertation example. 
Report date 
5/14/2004 
Total Number of Students 
Grade Total in School Total Percent #Females #Males 
Participating Participation 
ALL 455 337 73% 156 176 
K 49 37 76% 19 18 
1 70 54 77% 27 27 
2 67 47 70% 18 29 
3 63 46 73% 27 19 
4 68 50 74% 24 26 
5 68 52 76% 21 31 
6 70 46 66% 20 26 
Needs by Grade Level for Total Behaviors 
Grade Total Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Project Benchmark Benchmark Strategic Strategic Intensive Intensive 
ALL 332 271 82% 41 12% 20 6% 
K- Total 37 22 59% 8 22% 7 19% 
K-Females 19 ##### 58% NMNNM 16% 26% 
K-Mules 18 61% MNMNI 28% 11% 
1- Total 54 50 93% 3 5% 1 2% 
1- Females 27 25 92% 2 8% 0 0% 
1- Males 27 25 92% 1 4% 1 4% 
2- Total 47 46 98% 2% 0 0% 
2- Females 18 100% 0% ##### 
2- Males 29 28 97% 3% 0% 
3- Total 46 33 72% 9 20% 4 8% 
3- Females 27 19 70% 7 26% 1 4% 
3- Males 19 14 74% 2 11% 3 15% 
4- I'otal 50 39 78% 7 14% 4 8% 
4- Females 24 79% 17% 
1- \1.lk"> 26 20 76% 12% #00# 12% 
5- Total 52 46 88% 4 8% 2 4% 
5- Female 21 18 86% 3 14% 0 0% 
5- Male 31 28 90% 1 3% 2 7% 
6- Total 46 35 76% 20% 2 4% 
6- Male 20 MM## 80% WW## 10% 10% 
6- Female 26 Mm## 73% 27% MM# 0% 
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Needs Disaggregated 
Disaggregation Total % of Mean 
ESL 
Project Total Academic Social Conduct Social 
0 0 
Survival 
NA 
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 
Intimidation Total 
Isolation Score 
NA NA NA NA 
Skills 
NA 
F/R Lunch 37 11% 1.30 1.11 1.00 1.16 .24 4.81 
Regular Ed. 260 78% .38 .16 .29 .27 .07 1.17 
Special Ed. 29 9% 2.34 1.69 1.52 1.69 .52 7.76 
At-risk 45 13% 1.53 .76 .64 .98 .20 4.11 
Caucasian 278 84% .72 .36 .44 .50 .12 2.13 
Hispanic 5 1% 1.20 .60 .80 .60 .00 3.20 
Asian 40 12% .57 .30 .33 .20 .18 1.58 
Black 9 3% .56 1.00 1.22 1.33 .44 4.56 
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KINDERGARTEN 
SWEBS TOTAL SCORE 
32 
28 
24 
Males: Benchmark <7 , Strategic 7, Intensive >=13 
SWEBS TOTAL SCORE 
32 -| 
28 — —— 
24 
20 
Females Benchmark <3, Strategic 3, Intensive >=7 
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KINDERGARTEN 
Academic Survival Skills 
4 
r 
3 3 3 3 3 
2 2 2 M i  l  1 M  M  M  
n n n L i n -
0 0 0 0 0 0 
1  ^ I j j I I j N 
i '  
Males: Benchmark <3, Strategic 3, Intensive >=5 
Academic Survival Skills 
I, 5 
1 1 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l  
Females: Benchmark 0, Strategic 1, Intensive >=3 
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KINDERGARTEN 
Social Skills 
w 3 5 
2 2 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
Males: Benchmark 0, Strategic 1, Intensive >=5 
Social Skills 
i3 
J 
2 2 2 2 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
iiliiimiiiii  
• Females: Benchmark 0, Strategic 1, Intensive >=2 
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KINDERGARTEN 
Conduct 
5 5 
2 4 
5 3 3 3 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
11  I I I l l l l l l l l l l l l l  
Males: Benchmark 0, Strategic 1, Intensive >=3 
Conduct 
</> 
J 3 .  
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
• immi i i imi i  
Females: Benchmark 0, Strategic 1, Intensive >=3 
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KINDERGARTEN 
Social Isolation 
4 4 0) 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l  
Males: Benchmark 0, Strategic 1, Intensive >=3 
Social Isolation 
l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l  
Females: Benchmark 0, Strategic 1, Intensive >=2 
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KINDERGARTEN 
Intimidation 
Males: Benchmark 0, Strategic 1, Intensive >=2 
Intimidation 
V) 
§ 
1 1 
I I  O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O g H g l  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  r  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1 — — i —  
iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii  
Females: Benchmark 0, Strategic 1, Intensive >=2 
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BY ITEM LIST OF CONCERN 
1. The student has difficulty following 
school rules. 
Name Gender Grade 
M 1 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 3 
M 3 
M 3 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 5 
M 5 
M 5 
F 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
F K 
F K 
M K 
M K 
M K 
F K 
M K 
F K 
F K 
F K 
M K 
M K 
2. The student has few friends or weak 
social ties. 
Gender Name Grade 
M 1 
M 1 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 3 
M 3 
M 3 
M 3 
M 3 
F 3 
M 3 
F 3 
F 3 
F 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
F 4 
M 4 
M 5 
M 5 
M 5 
F 5 
M 5 
M 5 
M 5 
M 5 
M 6 
M 6 
F 6 
M 6 
M 6 
F 6 
F 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M K 
M K 
M K 
F K 
191 
3, The student has peer group that 
makes poor choices. 
Name Gender Grade 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 2 
M 3 
M 3 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
M 4 
F 4 
M 4 
M 5 
M 5 
M 5 
M 5 
M 6 
F 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
F K 
M K 
F K 
M K 
M K 
F K 
F K 
F K 
M K 
4. The student is suspected of gang 
membership of affiliation. 
No concerns 
5. The student is worrisome or anxious. 
Name Gender Grade 
F 1 
F 3 
M 3 
M 3 
F 3 
M 3 
F 3 
M 4 
F 4 
M 4 
M 4 
F 4 
F 4 
M 4 
M 5 
M 5 
M 5 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
M K 
M K 
M K 
F K 
F K 
F K 
6. The student is verbally aggressive 
toward peers or adults. 
Name Gender Grade 
M 3 
M 3 
M 4 
M 5 
M 5 
M 6 
M 6 
M 6 
F K 
M K 
M K 
M K 
F K 
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APPENDIX G: Transcription Clips of Directions Given to Focus Groups 
This appendix contains excerpts and notes from the data meetings, primarily from the 
researcher, regarding directions for interpretation or informing the group of what was in a 
data report. This is provided to give the reader a sense of the participatory role of the 
researcher. This will allow the reader to consider possible threats to validity. Please note that 
the educators were looking at a data report (example in Appendix F) while these directions 
were being given. Also, these comments were clipped from throughout the larger 
transcription and thus are not within a context and do not necessarily reflect pace or 
sequence. 
School One 
Researcher: ... .Just a review of what this is designed to do. It is designed to screen all of your 
kids in the building quickly so that you can determine instructional need. It is not necessarily 
diagnostic. So the next stage is, if a kid is identified on this scale, we would look into that 
child further. So that might be something where [assessment team] would help you out or 
your BAT team can look into that information. The other thing is that it gives you a picture 
of your building school-wide so that you can align the resources to kids and use your 
resources efficiently. There was a bit of problem with trying to get parent permissions so you 
don't really have a good school wide picture. I know that that is a limitation, but if you could 
imagine if you were to use this in the future.. .what would it mean for your building. Would it 
be helpful etc? I need that type of very honest feedback. 
Next, this lets us put kids into three levels. The kids who have lots of concerns, we want to 
get on top of and do some things for those kids. There might be groups of kids that have just 
a couple of concerns and it helps sort those out into those five factors. 
Another thing is the concept of; you want 80% of your kids meeting an expectation whether 
it is in academics or behavior, [goes on to explain theory of triangle or 3-tiered approach].... 
Researcher: [explaining data report that, most were at 80% or above while there are low 
many voices in background quietly commenting to each other about data. Some questions are 
asked about the data. Also explained why separate norms for males. More explanation and 
clarification of each of the factors and graphs was provided]. 
Researcher: I want to call your attention to one more report that might tie things together for 
you. If you look towards the end, behind the graphs, what you will see is a by item printout 
with kids grouped by grade level, and what that is intended to do is that if you wanted to 
intervene with a small group of kids you could look down there and say, 'now which kids 
would I put together to intervene with?' 
School Two 
Researcher: The information that we talk about today is confidential and in each building you 
need to decide how you are going to handle this information in a confidential manner. In the 
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other buildings the information was handed back to the principal and I think what they are 
going to do maybe in smaller groups make plans for the kids but the reports would stay in the 
office, but again you need to decide what works for you guys. 
Researcher: I just want to do a replay about what this is for. This is designed as a screening 
tool to screen for students who have needs and it was also designed in such a way that the 
information could be looked at school-wide. It had to be easy enough that teacher could do it 
quickly and get every student done but still be useful enough that we could decide what is 
going on for the school and what is going on for the students, [brief interruption] 
Researcher: Again, this is screening information so if a student is identified with this tool, it 
is not diagnostic that there would be more information.. .and I was giving some examples of 
that yesterday like you might review records to see if information exists there, you might 
interview teacher or parent to see if that concern is also in another setting and match you 
observations, or you might call in an [assessment team names] for evaluation types of things 
to take that a step further. This is guess a way of getting a good quick first cut of who has 
needs in a building. It is also different from other ratings scales. Other rating scales have that 
the student does it "none of the time', 'some of the time', 'most of the time' 'all the time' kind 
of thing were you need to make judgment calls as far as the frequency or severity. This is just 
a 'are you concerned' yes or no' and then the concerns pile up into five different factors. So 
the more concerns you have that are what gets you [student] identified on here. So you have 
to keep in mind that a person could have one concern that is very severe and not necessarily 
trip the triggers here. But the difference in thought is that if you have multiple concerns there 
is research that multiple concerns, those effects add up. So rather then measuring one of 
them, we just saying if you have a bunch of concerns then that is a student that we want to 
look into. So there are limitations to the screening data as well and you just have to keep that 
in mind when you are looking through it [the data report]. 
Researcher: It is designed to give a picture of school wide and to try to help you sort students 
into three levels of intervention. The first level is what goes on all of the time, which is your 
core instruction. So it gives you an idea of whether our core instruction is working for most 
of our kids. The second one is the supplemental category. If you can think of an analogy to 
title services, title reading teachers usually give that little extra boost to get them back on 
track. So that would be an analogy for the supplemental or strategic is actually the word that I 
used in the report, because you are using strategic types of interventions. The last category is 
intensive and that is where you have to do something much more intensive and usually 
different for that child than you do for other kids. You want to have 80% of your kids 
meeting that benchmark or core area, you want 15% of your kids roughly to be in that 
strategic and 5% to be in that intensive category. Actually, the more students you have at 
benchmark or core the better. If you have 100% of your kids doing well that's great! But it 
gives you an idea how typical schools should distribute. You can always do better than 
typical. 
Researcher: The other thing to keep in mind this is a screening tool that is meant to over 
identify children, because in screening you want to identify more and then sort them out to 
see.. .there are going to be some false positives in this information and the way that this is 
done, if you remember back the items there was things like, "the student appears angry". It 
194 
doesn't say that 'the student often appears angry' or 'appears angry most of the time' it just 
says 'the student appears angry' and you decide as a teacher are you concerned or not 
concerned. And there are other examples that I could probably dig through. They are pretty 
inclusive the 
Researcher: The last thing, [principal name] had wanted me to mention to remember, while 
the tool is designed to look at your school as a whole, we don't have the whole school, 
because of the requirement for parent consents. 
Researcher: If you take a copy of the information.... Turn to the second page the first table is 
a representation of participation. Usually by sixth grade it drops down due to consent. The 
next table.[continues to explain data displays] school2 roughly 80-15-5 [with those that 
participated.] 
Researcher: [.. ..informing of disaggregation tables/data] It was really interesting for me that 
the numbers kind of fall as you'd expect, you'd expect the special education population to 
have a higher number of concerns check, at-risk second and resource a third. Free and 
reduced lunch, the teachers are blind to that information and it still shows that students [as a 
whole] with free and reduced lunch have high needs and so part of that. ...you can think 
about that two ways , 1) students need to learn how to play the game of school or 2) the 
school needs to learn how to play the game of the students. You have to think about; whose 
perceptions are which, one is how to get students ready for school the other is how to get 
school ready for these students. Also looking down at ethnicity there might be some patterns 
[explains that means may or may not be statistically 
Researcher: [went on to point out factor tables, key by items, grouping example...] 
School Three 
Researcher (abbreviated transcription): 
directions/reviewing data 
-participation rates of approximately 40% at school Three and limiting of data due to human 
subjects requirements for consent thus making it hard to make generalization about how the 
building is doing. This was a common theme in the other buildings as well.we need to deal 
with this as a limitation. So today the data is in context "of the children that participated" 
-% benchmark table (kindergarten males are of concern) 
-advised of why there are separate norms for male and female. 
-first grade all meeting benchmark 
-second grade off the 80% guideline. Males are more supplemental and the females that are 
identified have more intensive needs. 
—third grade: most expected females strategic slightly elevated 
-fourth grade: some slightly more intensive overall, but females not at 80% 
-fifth grade: meeting expectations 
-sixth grade for the most part ok, but males strategic slightly elevated, 22% females in 
intensive. 
-NEXT pages explanation of factors and tables for ESL etc. and stats 
-pattern with Hispanic population that academic survival skills are slightly more 
elevated.. .what can we do for our Hispanic population so that they have the academic 
survival skills to be more competent in schools. 
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-reviewed that this is concern/not vs. likert and that accumulating concerns have additive 
effect as per surgeon general report. 
-first cut of how to look for kids, not diagnostic. 
-reviewing kindergarten male/female graphs by grade and factor 
-feel for how kids group... .more silence as staff beginning to consume the data 
Researcher: explaining next scale 
Principal: we are missing important kids here (due to consent issue) 
Researcher: pointing out at end of packet the endorsement by items (grouping list) by grade 
level.. .summarization of what graphs do. 
Researcher: Please dig into your data and I will be quiet. 
Researcher: I've got my prepared questions done. Principal had asked me earlier, "[name] 
what is the next step?" and I kind of said where my vision of the project is going but I am 
going to flip that question back to you as a group and say, "Given this information, what is 
your next step?" 
Principal: I guess I think for us this Spring to take a look at this data and to be thinking about 
possible supports that we could be putting in place for next year, so if we looked at end of 
September next year do to this school-wide after it is complied then to put it in place. I think 
we need to look at what kind of structure can we put in place and I think that starts with our 
building/ school-wide discipline plan and then branches out into small groups and then 
specifically those kids with very intensive needs what are we going to do with those kids so 
kind of a multilayered plan and so not only the interventions that we are going to do with 
those kids but then as a building how are we providing kids with what they need and are we 
making sure that we are doing things from the red book [poverty book by R. Payne]and that 
we are being inclusive and that we are bonding our students so that they feel like this is a 
great place to be and that they feel at home here and also the parents because I think that we 
want [inaudible] some parents are pretty anxious about school. 
Multiple voices: agreeing 
Principal: and so what can we do to get them in here and get them in for conferences and 
special events. 
Researcher: At this point if there are other concerns bring them up, I'm going to start to wrap 
things up. In the next couple of days hopefully early next week all of the people that filled up 
an orange sheet will get email asking them to complete a survey that is going to look a lot 
like the questions that I've already asked you. I've asked you as a group but you can refuse as 
always in any type of research project, but particularly if you've reflected on some of this 
stuff we have talked about today and want to individually give me feedback that would be a 
good opportunity to do that and again, whether it would be concerns about teacher 
expectations, labeling, cultural implications of wording of items, even if you are as specific 
as you know, 'boy question 26 the way it is worded would cause this type of problem those 
are things that I would want to know about. Or if you look at the data reports, 'I wish I had a 
this...' Those would all be things that are helpful to me because as I move into hopefully 
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doing this in the Fall databases take some time to plan and if I can think about what those 
reports would look like as they get spit out we can get the program right the first time and it 
is not a last minute scramble. 
Principal: In terms of this booklet here [data from school] do we have a preference of what 
we want to do with it? Because I don't think we want it out floating around anywhere? 
APPENDIX H: Qualitative Codes 
Codes developed during initial coding of focus group data 
Anxiety Participation rate low 
Assessment Participation selective 
Compare to DIBELS Pattern distractibility 
Consent Patterns and grouping 
Consent not school wide Poor item 
Consent school wide Positive about printout 
Cost benefit Pre/post measures 
Counseling Programming, solutions 
Directions Question useful? 
Directions and theory Questions asked on S WEBS 
Directions confidentiality Questions for interpretation 
Ease of completion Recommendation 
Enrich free and reduced Reliability 
Ethnic differences Resources 
Free and reduced Return/ consents 
Grouping Selection consent issue 
Guidance Services, working smarter 
Guidance counselors Sneaky 
Helpful school wide Social needs 
How many times/year Specific/ conferences 
Improvement plan, community Strategies, school wide, support 
Information over time and parents Suggestion for data printout 
Information to parents Supports, data source 
Integrated with reading, school-wide Systemic, fills a need 
Intensive kids Themes 
Isolation? Time for completion 
Item coaching Time of year for administration 
Justification of guidance Timing of administration 
Justification of services Traits 
Labeling, grouping Uses, consent issue 
Missed concerns Using data 
Monitor What to do with data 
Next steps Worrisome/gang/academic 
Our responsibility, indicator of progress Wrap-up, directions 
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Codes used after initial coding of focus 
group data 
Consent-Participation 
Cost-Benefit 
Confidentiality 
Community 
Counseling 
Directions 
Diversity 
Data Printout 
Ease of Completion 
Free and Reduced Lunch 
Filters 
Grouping-Patterns 
Intervention 
Indicator of Need 
Issues with Items 
Internalizers 
Improvement Plan 
Justification of Services 
Labeling 
Longitudinal Data 
Next Steps 
Our Responsibility 
Positive Comments 
Relation to Academics 
Resources 
Sharing with Parents 
Strategies 
Screening Only 
School-wide 
Times per Year 
Time of Year 
Would you Recommend? 
Codes used for coding of survey data 
Actions 
Bulling 
Coding by Month 
Confidentiality 
Confirmatory of need 
Consent issues 
Cost-benefit 
Determine School-wide Strategies 
Discrepancy from norm 
Don't know 
Ease of Use/Limited time 
Follow-through 
Follow-up 
Forward to receiving teacher 
Get Support for Students 
Grouping 
Identification 
Impact 
Justify Services to student 
Labeling 
More needs identified 
Must have plan for using data 
Negative comment 
Our Responsibility 
Partially positive comment 
Patterns 
Planning 
Positive comment 
Preparation of next Year's Teacher 
Prevention 
Programming 
Resources 
Response to need 
School Profile 
School-wide instruction 
School-wide needs 
Support 
Target 
Transfer students 
Unclear-meaning not clear 
Useful information/data 
Variance between classes 
Grouping of codes prior to final interpretation and writing of results section. 
Directions 
Consent 
Filters 
Diversity 
Free and Reduced 
Indicator of Need 
Internalization 
Relationship to Academics 
Longitudinal Data 
Grouping/ Patterns 
Positive Comments 
Cost Benefit 
Ease of Completion 
Pertaining to Items (Concerns/ Positive) 
Recommendation of Screening Process? 
Intervention 
Strategies 
Resources 
Our Responsibility 
Screening 
Time of Year 
Times per Year 
Improvement Plan 
School-wide 
Justification 
Regarding Counseling 
Labeling 
Community 
Sharing with Parents 
Confidentiality 
Data Printout Ideas 
Next Steps 
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APPENDIX I: Percentile Table 
Table 60: Distribution of Factor and Total Scores of Males and Females with 3-Factor 
Solution Applied Using Raw Data from Pierson (2003) 
Males 
Conduct 
Females 
Conduct 
Males 
Social 
Females 
Social 
Males 
Academic 
Females 
Academic 
Males 
Total 
Females 
Total 
N Valid 341 334 341 334 341 334 341 334 
Missing 7 13 7 13 7 13 7 13 
Mean 0.9443 0.2904 0.9003 0.3593 1.6129 0.5958 3.4575 1.2455 
Std. Error of Mean 0.09175 0.04824 0.08525 0.05355 0.10880 0.06613 0.23280 0.12330 
Median 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
Mode 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Std. Deviation 1.6942 0.8816 1.5743 0.9786 2.0095 1.2086 4.2993 2.254 
Variance 2.8704 0.7773 2.4783 0.9576 4.038 1.4608 18.4842 5.0807 
Skewness 2.223 3.868 2.072 4.858 1.081 2.366 1.493 2.658 
Std. Error of 
Skewness 
0.132 0.133 0.132 0.133 0.132 0.133 0.132 0.133 
Kurtosis 4.990 16.096 4.110 31.449 -0.011 5.397 1.890 8.374 
Std. Error of 
Kurtosis 
0.263 0.266 0.263 0.266 0.263 0.266 0.263 0.266 
Range 9 6 8 9 7 6 20 15 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum 9 6 8 9 7 6 20 15 
Sum 322 97 307 120 550 199 1179 416 
Percentiles 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
37 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
38 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
39 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
40 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
41 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
42 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
43 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
44 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
45 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
46 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
47 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
48 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
49 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
50 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
51 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
52 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
53 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
54 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
55 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
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Males 
Conduct 
Females 
Conduct 
Males 
Social 
Females 
Social 
Males 
Academic 
Females 
Academic 
Males 
Total 
Females 
Total 
56 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 
57 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 
58 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 
59 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 
60 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 
61 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 
62 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 1 
63 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 1 
64 1 0 1 0 2 0 4 1 
65 1 0 1 0 2 0 4 1 
66 1 0 0 2 0 4 1 
67 1 0 1 0 2 0 4 1 
68 1 0 1 0 2 0 4 1 
69 1 0 1 0 2 0 4 1 
70 1 0 1 0 2 0 5 1 
71 1 0 1 0 2 0 5 1 
72 1 0 1 0 2 0 5 1 
73 1 0 1 0 3 1 5 1 
74 1 0 1 0 3 1 6 2 
75 1 0 1 0 3 1 6 2 
76 1 0 1 0 3 1 6 2 
77 1 0 1 0 3 1 6 2 
78 2 0 1 0 3 1 6 2 
79 2 0 2 0 3 1 6 2 
80 2 0 2 1 4 1 6 2 
81 2 0 2 1 4 1 7 2 
82 2 0 2 1 4 1 7 3 
83 2 0 2 1 4 1 7 3 
84 2 0 2 1 4 1 8 3 
85 3 0 2 1 4 2 8 3 
86 3 1 3 1 4 2 8 3 
87 3 1 3 1 4 2 8 3 
88 3 1 3 1 5 2 9 4 
89 3 1 3 1 5 2 9 4 
90 3 1 3 1 5 2 10 4 
91 4 1 3 1 5 3 10 4 
92 4 1 4 1 5 3 11 4 
93 4 1 4 2 5 3 11 5 
94 4 2 4 2 6 3 12 5 
95 5 2 5 2 6 3 13 6 
96 5 3 5 2 6 4 14 7 
97 6 3 5 3 6 4 15 9 
98 7 4 6 3 7 5 16 9 
99 8 5 7 6 7 6 19 11 
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APPENDIX J: Model Opt-Out Notice 
PPRA Model Notice and Opt-out for S WEB S activities 
Dear parent: 
The Protection of Pupil Right Amendment (PPRA), 20 U.S.C. § 1232h, requires [School district] to notify you 
and allow you to opt your child out of participating in certain school activities. These activities include a student 
survey, analysis, or evaluation that concerns one or more of the following eight areas ("protected information 
surveys"): 
1. Political affiliations or beliefs of the student or student's parent; 
2. Mental or psychological problems of the student or student's family; 
3. Sex behavior or attitudes 
4. Illegal, anti-social, self-incriminating or demeaning behavior 
5. Critical appraisals of others with whom respondents have close family relationships; 
6. Legally recognized privileged relationships, such as with lawyers, doctors, or ministers; 
7. Religious practices, affiliations, or beliefs of the student or parents; or 
8. Income, other than as required by law to determine program eligibility. 
On or about October 15th and April 15th of this school year the [district name] plans to screen the behavior 
functioning, social functioning, and academic survival skills of students grades kindergarten through six. Your 
child will NOT be asked to complete any survey, be asked any questions, or be aware of the screening process. 
Instead, your child's teacher will rate your child's behavior against a set of research based statements that 
reflect risk behaviors for academic failure, behavior problems, or social/emotional problems. Should your 
child's ratings on this instrument be of concern, your teacher will contact you to discuss the results and how the 
screening results can be further assessed. You have the right to examine your child's screening results. 
If you wish to review the screening questions prior to the scheduled administration dates, please submit a 
request to [school official, address], [School official] will notify you of the time and place where you may 
review these materials. 
If you do not want your child to be screened for behavior, social, and academic survival skills, please contact 
[school official] at [telephone number, email, address, etc] no later than [date]. 
We strongly encourage this screening. The data obtained will help students needing support to receive 
instruction or intervention to improve their academic survival skills, behavior functioning, or social functioning. 
This data can also be analyzed systematically by the administration to help determine needs for instructional 
programs and instructional staff at your child's school, thus improving the quality of your child's school. 
Thank you, 
[School official] 
